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PREFACE

This book is frankly what the title implies : an

introduction to the study of the problem of the

responsibility for the World War. It aims to

present the subject as it now stands on the basis

of the secret documents published since 1917 and

of the monographic literature which has ap-

peared in this same period, analyzing and as-

sessing the significance of this new documentary

material. It is the purpose of the writer to

arouse interest in the subject and to create a

general conviction that there is here a major in-

ternational problem, the nature and importance

of which are scarcely realized by even the aver-

age educated American. If this primary pur-

pose of the book is realized, it is hoped that it

will serve a second function equally well, namely,

to act as a guide to the study of the more tech-

nical and voluminous literature.

It is the contention of the author that the book

is a fair assessment of the facts and issues as

they appear on the basis of the evidence at present

available. The facts are collected and presented

here in such a fashion as to indicate their bear-

ing upon the views on war guilt which were en-

tertained by most historical scholars in Entente
vii
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countries during the War, and still guide and
control the thinking of most educated persons
and newspaper editors in these same states. The
book is frankly controversial in tone, and for a

number of reasons. Among them are the na-

ture of the subject, the fact that this approach
is probably the best procedure for the first book
of the sort published, the belief of the author

that such a method will do the most to arouse

interest and demolish prevalent error, and the

undoubted fact that the controversial method is

the one which the writer can personally exploit

most forcefully in this field. The writer offers

no apology whatever for the style and tone of the

book. Facts of this order of importance are

worthy of clear and decisive statement. Taken
by themselves alone, timidity of attitude and ob-

scurity of statement are scarcely invariable proof
of historical erudition or scholarly command of
the subject. Nor is it less "emotional" and more
"dispassionate" to cling desperately to old myths
than to assume an open-minded attitude towards
newly revealed facts.

As far as possible, the writer has attempted to

anticipate the objections to his particular for-

mulation of the revisionist position on war guilt,

and to answer such objections in the text of the

present work. The writer has carefully fol-

lowed most of the controversial literature on the

subject for several years and is fully acquainted
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with the nature of the attacks upon the revision-

ist statement of the case. He believes that these

are satisfactorily answered in the present work.

Throughout there is consistent effort to refute

the apologies for the war-time illusions, partic-

ularly the apologetic efforts of leading Entente

statesmen and of the "die-hards" and "straw-

clutchers" among the historians.

The author has especially endeavored to pre-

sent what he believes to be the broad conclusions

to which we are forced by the newer material.

This he has done not only for the convenience of

the general reader, but also to challenge the more

timid revisionists: (1) to indicate wherein the

facts upon which such conclusions are based are

erroneous; or (2) to expose the fallacious nature

of the reasoning whereby such conclusions are

drawn from generally accepted facts. The

writer has felt that, in general, the revisionist

cause has suffered more than anything else from

the excessive timidity or interpretative incapac-

ity of many revisionist scholars who appear to the

writer to be unwilling to draw the inevitable con-

clusions from the facts which they present. In

this book he offers a good-natured invitation to

more conservative scholars to show why they re-

gard their views as more sound and tenable than

those which are here brought together. The
same privilege is obviously extended to the equal

number of writers who believe that the present
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writer does not go far enough in his departure

from the conventionally accepted views.

The writer has often been accused of being

"too extreme" in his interpretation of the revi-

sionist viewpoint. This has usually meant that

he has departed too far from the conventional no-

tions for the peace of mind of his readers. Ob-
viously, there can be no validity to this charge

unless it can be proved that the statements of fact

are unreliable or the conclusions unwarranted.
Facts themselves, and the interpretations which
justly grow out of such facts, can never be too

extreme, no matter how far they depart from
popular convictions in the premises. Modera-
tion is an excellent slogan in the abstract, but it

has been used for the most part with respect to

recent studies of war guilt as a commendable
ideal under which writers have disguised their

unwillingness completely to surrender their own
war-time illusions. The writer has never had
it satisfactorily explained to him why it should
be more scholarly to be fifty per cent short of the
truth than to be one per cent beyond it.

The chapters on the countries involved in the

diplomacy leading to the World War have been
prepared so that each is, in a certain sense, a
unit by itself, though introduced and clarified by
reference to previous material. This accounts
for the existence of some repetitions, and the cit-

ing of particularly important documents in sev-
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eral places. It is believed that such a procedure

is desirable for the sake of emphasis, as well as

being indispensable for the guidance of the

reader who is for the first time attempting a sys-

tematic mastery of the problem.

The author has prepared this book with the

definite conviction that the problem of respon-

sibility for the World War is not primarily an

esoteric matter of erudite historical scholarship

isolated from the world of affairs. The writer

would have no time to waste upon this subject if

he did not believe that the truth about the causes

of the World War is one of the livest and most

important practical issues of the present day.

It is basic in the whole matter of the present Eu-

ropean and world situation, resting as this does

upon an unfair and unjust Peace Treaty, which

was itself erected upon a most uncritical and

complete acceptance of the grossest forms of

war-time illusions concerning war guilt. The

facts in this case are also of the greatest signifi-

cance as an aid in attacking the whole problem of

the future of war—the chief menace to the inhab-

itants of our planet to-day. Never was any pre-

vious war so widely proclaimed to have been

necessary in its origins, holy in its nature, and

just, moderate and constructive in its aims.

!
Never was a conflict further removed in the actu-

alities of the case from such pretensions. If we

can learn the great lesson here embodied we shall
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have a powerful argument with which to meet the!

propaganda of those who will announce the neces-
j

sity and idealism of the next war.

Like most other human beings the writer is

not free from all animus or convictions, but his

animus is not the pro-Germanism of which he is

frequently accused. He has no traces of Ger-
man ancestry and all of his cultural and educa-
tional prejudices are strongly pro-British and
pro-French. The "LaFayette, we are here!" at-

titude toward France was from the beginning an
integral part of his education, and he accepted
thoroughly in 1917-18 the conventional mythol-
ogy in the Entente epic. While early becom-
ing sceptical of the pure and lofty idealism of
the bullet-manufacturers who wrote brave tracts

for the National Security League and the Amer-
ican Defense Society, he was actually first awak-
ened from his "dogmatic slumbers" by Professor
Fay's articles in the summer of 1920. Professor
Fay's demolition of the myth of the Potsdam
Conference was a shock almost equivalent to the
loss of Santa Claus in his youth. If Germany is

here cleared of any significant amount of direct

guilt in producing the War in 1914, it is because
the writer believes that the facts lead one in-

evitably to that conclusion. There is no effort in

this book to free Germany of her mutual share in
the responsibility for the general international
system which inclined Europe towards war,
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e though the writer does not believe that it can be

demonstrated that Germany was more at fault

here than any other major European nation.

s And in placing the guilt upon "France" and

s "Russia" the writer obviously uses these terms

s in a purely conventional sense, and actually

means the guilt of a few men like Izvolski,

Sazonov, the Grand Duke Nicholas, Poincare,

1 Delcasse, Paul Cambon, Viviani et al. One can-

- not accurately indict a nation for the acts and

l policies of a half dozen temporary leaders. No
] one recognizes better than the author that France

under men like Caillaux, Herriot, Painleve and

Combes is quite a different thing from France

f under Poincare and Delcasse, or that the mass of

s French people were for peace in 1914.

The main animus and tendenz motivating the

writer in preparing this book is a hatred of war

c
in general and an ardent desire to execute an

r
adequate exposure of the authors of the late

] World War in particular. The World War
; was unquestionably the greatest crime against

^
humanity and decency since the missing link ac-

t
complished the feat of launching homo sapiens

i
upon his career. Yet the authors of this crime

. have not only for the most part escaped censure

]
but the majority of them have even continued

]
to be regarded as men of high nobility of charac-

]
ter and as valiant crusaders for peace. Their

reputations for unselfish human service have
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been actually enhanced by the War. Still they

were the means of sending more individuals pre-

maturely to the angels than all the individual

murders since eolithic days. Nevertheless, Ave

cannot put men like Sazonov, Izvolski, Poincare
and Delcasse in the same category as the man
who shoots down the paying-teller in a bank and
makes off with a roll of bills. They were all

men with reasonably high standards of personal

honor and morality and were doubtless convinced
that they were high-minded and unselfish serv-

ants of the state. Therefore, it is an adequate
cause for reflection upon the type of ethical cri-

teria and social system which makes it possible

for a half dozen men to plunge the great major-
ity of civilized mankind into mental and moral
debauchery, physical slaughter and economic
ruin, and escape with immaculate reputations.

It has been charged that in placing the guilt

for the World War upon a few individuals such
as Poincare, Delcasse, Cambon, Izvolski, Sazo-
nov and Grand Duke Nicholas, the writer has
departed from his fundamental historical phi-

losophy which stresses the primary significance

of great intellectual currents, economic influences

and social forces in determining the course of his-

torical events. The writer has never pretended
to believe that general historical forces operate
independent of the individual actors in the his-

toric drama. The individuals above mentioned
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would never have been able to bring about a

European war in 1914 if the general situation in

I

Europe had not been shaping up for such an

event for some years before 1914. Poincare

;

and Izvolski were successful because the general

(

orientation of European society and politics was

I

favorable to the realization of their program

I

through an appeal to economic envy, national-

I

ism, secret diplomacy and military force.

Several noble souls have complained that the

writer has but substituted one set of devils for

another. " ' 'Twas the Kaiser did it!' then 'No!

'Twas Poincare!'" wails Dr. Mack Eastman,

for example. The writer frankly admits that a

priori this might seem to constitute a valid logi-

I

cal charge against his thesis. He regrets that

the facts compel this substitution of a set of truly

responsible agents for the mythical group that

. we believed responsible in 1914-1918. But he is

]

not here arbitrarily selecting arguments with a

view to winning an inter-collegiate debate. He
does not propose to dodge crucial facts and con-

clusions, even though they may seem to present a

casual and specious objection to his position.

The writer has attempted to make the state-

ments of fact as accurate as possible, and to

j

present only conclusions which are the logical

outgrowth of the facts presented. He has fur-

ther profited by the critical aid and advice of

, experts, not only in regard to the present book
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but also in every stage of his work in this field.
|

Each chapter has been read by one or more of
i

the chief specialists on the subject-matter of that
;

particular chapter. Yet the author does not i

,

pretend that the present book represents any
i

final statement of the matter of war guilt as re- !
i

gards minor details. In so vast a field many I

|

slips are possible and new evidence may require
,

the modification of certain statements. The !

;

author feels sure, however, that the general out-
| ]

lines of the picture and the basic conclusions will
\

remain unshaken, and that subsequent additions
j

to our information will only serve to make the
t

case against the Entente even more decisive, ji

Many critics held that the writer's article in the

New York Times Current History Magazine
\

for May, 1924, was extreme in its statements,

but the progress of investigation in this field since |<

that time has already served to make many of the
|

details and some of the conclusions of that article
I

seem highly conservative if not archaic.
}

In the light of these facts this book has been
\\

printed directly from type with the assumption
t,

that the publication of additional documents and
j

further travel and conference with eminent au-
t(

thorities on war guilt abroad will render desirable
|

the revision of some matters of detail. Suceed-
|

ing editions of this book, then, will await the re-
n

suits of such developments, as well as the critical
]

reviews to which the work will be subjected. In-
\
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• tellectually adult readers will not need to be re-

^ minded that the detection of a few minor errors

' and the statement of open differences of opinion
' do not constitute the basis for a refutation of the

; major conclusions of the work as a whole. The
" most determined efforts to discredit the first edi-

' tion of this book by reviews in the Outlook for
5 June 23, 1926, the London Times for September
s 30, 1926, Foreign Affairs for October, 1926, the
' London Observer for October 3. 1926, and the
I American Historical Review for January, 1927,
s afford ample proof of the unwillingness of critics

e even to attempt to grapple with the outstanding
- issues and contentions contained in the book and
e of the necessity of disingenuous concentration on
e irrelevant details.

]

>

j

Because of the fact that the chapter on Eng-
e land's part in the diplomatic crisis of 1914 is

e much longer than that on any other state it might
e be assumed that the author has a special griev-

ance against Great Britain, but this is in no sense
II the case. As we indicate at length in that chap-
11 ter, the direct guilt of England does not compare
(1 with that of France and Russia. But there is

i- to-day more need for realistic education on the
le matter of the relation of Great Britain to the
1- World War than on any other subject con-
nected with the general problem of war guilt,

al The attitude of Canadian and English writers

> towards the brief and almost eulogistic discus-
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sion of Grey's diplomacy, which was published

in the writer's articles in the Christian Century, \

as well as the objections of Mr. Percy Ashley to !
i

the equally mild and courteous characterization

of Grey in the writer's concluding chapter to

Ashley's Europe from Waterloo to Sarajevo, \

served to convince the writer of the almost un-

believable need for education on this subject ;

in British quarters, in spite of Morel, Gooch, i

Conybeare, Loreburn, Ewart, Dickinson and
j

I

Beazley. The British illusions, as well as the
j

perpetuation of the British epic, are just at pres-
|

ent being vigorously inflated and nursed along 1

by the phenomenally popular memoirs of Vis- !

count Grey. Hence, it has seemed to the writer

that the time is highly opportune for a thorough
|

demolition of the Grey fiction. Reviews of the I

first edition of this book in the London Outlook t

for September 18, 1926, in the London Times \

for September 30, 1926, and in the London Ob- t

server for October 3, 1926, show that many Eng- 1

lishmen are still bent upon confirming my thesis
\

1

as to their essential illiteracy with respect to the !

t

facts about war guilt.
|

In my work on war guilt my indebtedness to 1

specialists has been heavy, and I can only men- V
tion the few who have been of the greatest as- o

sistance. Most of all I am indebted to Profes- f

sor William L. Langer of Clark University who '

has read and criticized everything of any signif- S
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icance which I have written on the subject of the

causes of the World War. His wide and pre-

cise knowledge of the facts and literature of con-

temporary diplomatic history has saved me from

innumerable slips in matters of detail, and his

sound judgment has often added much in way of

interpretation. I am also heavily indebted to

the courageous and illuminating writings of Pro-

fessor Sidney Bradshaw Fay and to many help-

ful conversations with him during which he has

given me the benefit of his enviable knowledge

of the facts regarding the diplomatic crisis of

1914. He is not, however, to be held in any
sense responsible for any interpretations.

Professor Langer has read and criticized the

proof of the entire volume. The first chapter

was read in proof by Professor Harry J. Car-

man of Columbia University ; the second by Pro-

fessor Parker T. Moon of Columbia University;

the third with special care by Professor William
L. Langer; the fourth by Professor Bernadotte
Everly Schmitt of the University of Chicago;
the fifth by Dr. Joseph V. Fuller of the De-
partment of State and Mr. William C. Dre-
her of Amherst, Massachusetts ; the sixth by Dr.
John S. Ewart of Ottawa, Canada; the seventh

by Judge Frederick Bausman of Seattle, Pro-
fessor Lindsay Rogers of Columbia University
and Professor Graham H. Stuart of Leland
Stanford University; the eighth by Professor
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Manley O. Hudson of the Harvard Law School

and by Dr. Ewart; the ninth by Professor E. M.
Borchard of the Yale Law School and Mr.

James Kerney of Trenton, New Jersey; the

tenth by Professor Lawrence Packard of Am-
herst College; and the eleventh by Professor

Carl Becker of Cornell University. All of these

men have made extremely valuable suggestions

and criticisms, most of which have been embodied

in the book. In no case, however, is any one of

these scholars to be held in any sense responsible

for any statements in the book or for any errors

of fact or interpretation which may still remain.

In preparing the copy for the second revised

edition of the book it was the great good fortune

of the writer to be able to use the results of a two

days' criticism of the work by a conference of

more than a dozen of the foremost European au-

thorities on war guilt, drawn from all the leading

European countries. He has also been able to

utilize most valuable and detailed criticisms on
the entire text by Professor Raymond Beazley

of the University of Birmingham.

I am also indebted to Mr. William C. Dreher
of Amherst, Mass., for a critical reading of

the page proofs of the whole book. His wide

knowledge of European affairs and his extensive

acquaintance with the European literature of war
guilt have been of great assistance to me in check-

ing up on matters of detail.

Harry Elmer Barnes.
Northampton, Mass.

February 22, 1027.
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THE GENESIS
OF THE WORLD WAR



Why Forget?

A movement backed by more than 100 prominent

British citizens, among them H. G. Wells, Bernard Shaw
and Maynard Keynes, has been launched to eliminate

sections 227 and 231 of the Versailles treaty. These

sections charge Germany with responsibility for the war,

for the violation of international law and for serious

offenses against the sanctity of treaties and the customs
of war. These, the sponsors of this movement declare,

are "manifestly unjust and constitute a grave obstacle to

international understanding."

But are they unjust? Have any facts been brought
to light since the peace conference to reduce Germany's
responsibility for the war or to mitigate her violation of

the neutrality of Belgium, or to justify such an offense

against civilization as the torpedoing of the Lusitania?

From some points of view it doubtless would be better

if these war incidents were forgotten. The recent Lo-
carno compact looks definitely in the direction of mutual
understanding between Germany and her late enemies.

But in forgetting them, is there any obligation upon
England, France and Belgium to salve Germany's feel-

ing and write out of the treaty the articles which place

the blame for the war definitely on her shoulders?
If Germany was not responsible, who was? And if

her war practices were defensible why did the United
States take up arms against her and help to drive from
Europe the Hohenzollerns and all they stood for? If

they were wrong, why not invite old Kaiser Wilhelm
and the crown prince back to Berlin with the humble
apologies of the allied governments?
The millions of soldiers who bore arms against

Germany, remembering their comrades who made the

great sacrifice at Verdun, Ypres and in the Argonne,
have no sympathy with sentimentalists who would erase

the war blame sections of the treaty. If Germany was
not the offender, and is now to be given a clean bill, how
are they going to justify the war they fought to their

children and grandchildren?

Editorial in Cleveland Plain Dealer, December 26, 1925.
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THE BASIC CAUSES OF WARS

I. NECESSITY OF EXAMINING THE FUNDAMENTAL

CAUSES OF WAR

No adequate consideration of the causes and

lessons of the late World War could well be

limited to a discussion of diplomatic exchanges

between June 28 and August 3, 1914. We
Imust not only deal with the general diplomatic

and political situation in Europe from 1870 to

;1914, but also go back of diplomatic history to

iithe fundamental causes of war in general. The
World War could not have come in the summer
Df 1914 if the system of international relations

I prevailing at the time had not been one which

invited armed hostilities. But likewise it may
be held that a system of international relations

making for war could not well exist unless there

|were certain deeper causes which have made war
the usual method of solving international dis-

putes. There can be no hope of ending war
unless we understand thoroughly the basic and
complex forces which lead mankind to continue

;his savage and archaic method of handling
i
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the relations between states. War will disap-

pear, not through petty and sporadic treatment

of its symptoms, but only through an under-

standing of, and a consistent attack upon, those

material conditions and those attitudes of mind

which make wars possible in contemporary so-

ciety.
1

II. BIOLOGICAL FACTORS PROMOTING WAR

First in order we may consider the biologi-

cal causes of war, both those which represent

biological realities and those which rest upon)

a false application of biological and pseudo-

biological principles to social processes.
2 The

most important potential biological cause of war

is to be found in that tendency, perceived by

Malthus a century ago, on the part of mankind

to increase more rapidly than the means of sub-

sistence. In other words, there is a propensity

for the population to outrun the possibility of

being maintained in a state of comfort or pros-

perity within its political boundaries, with the re-

sulting necessity of looking elsewhere for new
homes. 3 As Dr. Thompson and others have con-

vincingly demonstrated, the population changes

since 1750 throughout the western world have

amply confirmed Malthus's main generaliza-

tions.
4 There has been, however, up to the

present time a vast amount of relatively unoccu-
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pied area on the earth's surface to which the

surplus populations of the more congested dis-

tricts of the world might freely migrate.

Hence, there has been no truly biological cause

of war inherent in population increases.

Yet there can be no doubt that population

pressure was a contributing cause in producing

the late world catastrophe. This was because

a certain biological principle had become insep-

arably linked with a dangerous psychological at-

titude and political fetish. It was commonly
believed disastrous to the mother country and
emigrants alike for any large number of people

to leave their native land and take up residence

under the political authority of another country.

It was held that migrating citizens should retain

their citizenship and carry the glories of the

fatherland overseas. Such an aspiration was
possible of execution only in conjunction with
the development of colonies. 5 While much of
the earth's surface was still an area for free and
legitimate occupation, relatively little remained
at the close of the nineteenth century as land
available for colonial dominion, England, Russia
and France having appropriated the larger por-
tion of the earth's surface not already under the
domination of independent sovereign states.

There thus inevitably came a clash between this

desire to obtain colonies for outlet and the fact
that potential colonial area was continually
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diminishing in extent. This struggle for colo-

nies, particularly on the part of Germany, Italy

and Japan, helped to precipitate many of the

international crises which constituted the diplo-

matic background of the World War. It will

be seen, however, that the cause was not primarily

biological but rather psychological and political.

Had not the patriotic and colonial psychosis ex-

isted, population increases up to the present date

would in no important sense have produced an in-

ternational situation making for war.

Though it may be held that up to the present

time specific biological factors in the way of pop-

ulation increase may not have constituted a

vital cause of conflict, we can scarcely hold that

this constitutes a reason for neglecting the pos-

sible importance of population pressure as a

cause of war in the future. If the present rate

of population increase goes on for another cen-

tury and a half, the world will have reached a

degree of density of population which will con-

stitute the maximum capable of subsistence

without a progressive lowering of the standards

of living. If such conditions are allowed to de-

velop it may well be that the more powerful

nations will prefer to attempt to despoil their

weaker neighbors and deprive them of their lands

and resources rather than to reduce their own

level of comfort and prosperity.
7 If this is the

case it means that various methods for the arti-
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ficial and conscious limitation of population

should be embodied in any comprehensive and

far-sighted scheme for the elimination of war,

and it is here that advocates of pacific interna-

tional relations may well link hands with the

proponents of birth control. 8

Another important biological factor which

must be considered is the fact that man has,

during a considerable portion of his existence

on the planet, obtained a large part of his live-

lihood and prestige through war. In other

words, he has been differentiated from the other

animals and developed to his present state of

ascendency in part as a fighting animal. War
and physical struggles have unquestionably

played a most important selective part in the

biological history of man and have left their im-
press upon him in a hundred different ways in

both instinctive tendencies and physiological

processes." It would be nonsense to contend,
as some have done, that man is wholly or even
primarily a fighting animal, 10 but it is equally
absurd to maintain that he is wholly pacific and
characterized chiefly by a spirit of brotherly
love. 11 The sensible thing is to recognize that
man is biologically oriented for both physical
struggle and social cooperation, and that the sane
procedure for the friends of peace is to advocate
an educational and institutional system which
will do everything possible to promote the pa-
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cific and cooperative tendencies of man and to

sublimate or divert and discourage his warlike

proclivities.
12 Any scheme for peace which ig-

nores the inherent human capacity for blind rage

and passion toward citizens of other states is

likely to be wrecked when faced by the practical

realities which to-day lead to war. This was well

exemplified in the case of the international So-

cialists of the various European countries who

before the war had sworn to an eternal brother-

hood based on the international solidarity of the

working classes, but who rallied to the standards

of the fatherlands in the summer of 1914 with

a gusto which in many cases exceeded that evi-

denced by the monarchists and capitalists.
13

Among the most potent causes of war has un-

doubtedly been one which, while drawn from

alleged biological data, is really primarily psy-

chological or cultural, namely, the doctrine that

war in human society is the social analogue of

the biological struggle for existence in the realm

and processes of organic evolution. This is the

doctrine which is sometimes known as "social

Darwinism." 14 It is, of course, incorrect to

hold Darwin responsible for any such position,

as he frankly admitted that he did not know how
far the processes of individual biological evolu-

tion could be applied to the problems of social

development. But a number of biologists and
sociologists have warmly espoused the view that
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the chief factor in social and cultural progress

has been the wars between human groups from

the days of tribal society to the world wars of

the present age.
15 The fallacies underlying this

view, so relentlessly exposed by such writers as

Novicow, Nicolai and Nasmyth, are so obvious

that we need scarcely delay to reveal them. 16

In the first place, the theory is not valid in a

strictly biological sense, as the active struggle

for existence in the biological world is rarely

a battle within the same species but a struggle

between different species. The selective proc-

ess that goes on within the same species is

normally one which simply leads the weaker

members of the species to succumb more quickly

than their more vigorous associates in the joint

struggle for food and protection. In fact, the

human animal is almost the only animal that

preys upon his own species, and this he has come
to do, not because of any inherent biological

necessity, but primarily because of false and per-

verted mental attitudes and cultural traditions

which have made him look upon war as the only

honorable method of adjusting his difficulties.

But even if the theory of nature "red in tooth

and claw" were valid in a biological sense, it

would not by any means follow that this doctrine

is sound sociologically. Biological processes are

not normally directly transferable to the social

realm, but must be modified in the light of the
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widely different factors and conditions which

distinguish society from the biological organism.

Hence, while we may well recognize the pos-

sible services of war in primitive society as an in-

tegrating and disciplinary factor making possi-

ble the origins of orderly political society, we

may correctly contend that at the present time

war is both an anachronism and an unmitigated

menace to culture and social welfare.
17 Partic-

ularly is this true in contemporary society where

the progress in the technology of war has made

modern warfare in no sense a test of biological

supremacy but rather a test of technical effi-

ciency and capacity for organization.
18 As

Nicolai and Jordan have well shown, war is to-

day biologically counter-selective, the better

types being selected and decimated as "cannon-

fodder," while the task of procreation is passed

on to the inferior types which remain safely pre-

served at home. 19 Added to this are the biologi-

cal ravages of disease, suffering, starvation and

mutilation which war inevitably brings in its

train.
20

It is one of the pressing tasks of the rational

and constructive exponents of world peace to rec-

ognize both the realities and the fallacies in

these biological factors involved in war or poten-

tial war, and to carry on a campaign of educa-

tion designed to eliminate as far as possible both

the real and the pseudo-biological causes of con-
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flict, realizing that a fallacious dogma may be

quite as dangerous in causing war as a biological

reality. We need no less to refute the doctrines

of social Darwinism than to safeguard against

the possibilities of such an overcrowding of the

planet as to invite a world struggle for habita-

tions and food resources.
21

III. PSYCHOLOGICAL CAUSES OF WAR

The second main type of the fundamental

causes of war, as we shall classify them here, is

the psychological. We may first mention one

psychological cause of war which is very closely

related to social Darwinism as mentioned above.

This is the so-called cult of war which represents

military and naval achievements as the most no-

ble of the activities to which a people may devote

themselves, and which elevates the military

classes to a position of both social and psycho-

logical ascendency. 22
It is held that war brings

forth the highest and most unselfish of human
sentiments, as well as the most heroic expressions

of devotion to the group. The great heroes in

the country's past are looked upon as those who
have done most to bring glorious victories in

time of war. Inseparably related to this war

cult is pride in territorial aggression. 23
It

emerges in what has been called the "mapitis

psychosis." Maps of the national states and of
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the world are so drawn as to indicate in impres-

sive coloration territory wrested from neighbor-

ing or enemy states. The main technique ex-

ploited by exponents of the war cult in securing

popular support is the alarmist bogy, and the

allegation that we must "prepare" against om-

inous and imminent threats of aggression. This

was a basic apology for the great armaments of

the decade before the World War Avhich were

alleged to be merely preparation for peace, but

which Professor Sumner correctly prophesied

would inevitably lead to war.24

As all readers have lived through the World
War it will not be necessary to take space

to refute the fundamental contentions of the ex-

ponents of the war cult. War, instead of pro-

moting the noblest of our emotions, brings forth,

for the most part, the most base and brutal fac-

tors and processes in human behavior. Lust,

cruelty, pillage, corruption and profiteering are

among the attitudes invariably generated by mil-

itary activity. Yet, fallacious as the theory of

the war cult may be, it is unquestionably still

powerful among us to-day and it constitutes one

of the chief obstacles to sane discussion and prac-

tical achievement in the cause of peace.25

Akin to the cult of war is the sentiment which

is usually denominated patriotism. In discuss-

ing this matter we must distinguish between two
altogether different concepts. One is that noble
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ideal of devotion to the community which was

first thoroughly developed by the ancient Greek
philosophers and expounded more thoroughly

by the modern Idealists. This is, perhaps, the

highest of human socio-psychological achieve-

ments and is one of the things which most dis-

tinctly separates us from the animal kingdom. 26

On the other hand, we have that savage senti-

ment of group aggression and selfishness known
conventionally at present as "Hundred Percent-

ism." This is but a projection into modern civ-

ilization of the psychology of the animal hunting-

pack and the savagery of primitive tribesmen.

It is certainly one of the lowest, most brutal and
most dangerous of contemporary psychic atti-

tudes and behavior patterns. 27
It has become a

world menace chiefly since the Scientific and In-

dustrial Revolutions have given it a technolog-

ical basis for nation-wide operation. Down to

the middle of the eighteenth century there could

be little national patriotism because the majority
of mankind knew of little or nothing beyond
their neighborhood or local group. Suddenly
the telephone, the telegraph, the cable, the rail-

road, the printing press, the cheap daily news-
paper and free city and rural delivery of mail
made it possible to spread this neighborhood su-

perstition, narrow-mindedness, provincialism and
savagery throughout the entire limits of a great
national state. Thus it has come about that we
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may all practically simultaneously pick up our

morning papers at the breakfast table and have

our group pride inflated by the record of the do-

ings of the American Marines in Nicaragua or

Shanghai, or have our passions aroused by an

alleged insult to our national honor in Persia or

Timbuctoo. 28 The citizens of an entire state

may now be stirred as effectively by the press as

a neighborhood might have been aroused a cen-

tury ago by the return of a messenger from the

battle front. The potentialities of the "movies"

and the "radio" in the service of patriotic fanat-

icism almost transcend imagination. Until we

are able to deflate and obstruct patriotism, as it

is. conventionally understood, and to substitute

for it the constructive sentiment of civic pride

and international good-will, there can be little

hope of developing those cooperative agencies

and attitudes upon which the program of world

peace necessarily depends.29

A powerful stimulant of savage patriotism

has been national history and literature. In the

first place, our histories have been filled primarily

with records of battles and the doings of military

and naval heroes. A country's importance has

been held to depend primarily upon its warlike

achievements. The activities of scientists, inven-

tors, artists and others who have been the real ar-

chitects of civilization receive but scant notice.
30

Hence, it is not surprising that as children we
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develop the view that after all war is the most

significant and important of human activities.

Even worse, the history of wars and diplo-

matic intrigues, which makes up the larger por-

tion of the subject-matter of the majority of our

historical works, has been most notoriously and

inaccurately distorted in our school textbooks.

The country of the writer is always represented

as having been invariably right in all instances of

international dispute, and all wars are repre-

sented as having been gloriously-fought defen-

sive conflicts. In this way fear, hatred and intol-

erance of neighboring states are generated in the

minds of school children, to be continued later

through perusal of the biased and prejudiced

presentation of international news in the subsi-

dized press.
81 No training is afforded in the

development of a judicious and reflective consid-

eration of international issues and inter-state rela-

tions, though a few textbook writers have of late

attempted to improve both the subject-matter

and the tone of our school textbooks. Their ef-

forts have, however, been savagely attacked by
innumerable patriotic and hyphenated societies

which endeavor to stir up international hatreds

and prejudices. Such attention as is given in

many textbooks to the questions of national cul-

ture is usually devoted to a demonstration of the

superiority of the culture of the state of the

writer to that of any adjoining political group.
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In the last few years we have had our attention

called rather sharply to the dangers in the form

of the super-patriotic teachings in the textbooks

in the United States, but it is unfortunately true

that the school textbooks in the majority of the

European states are even more chauvinistic and

bigoted to-day than were the worst of the school

texts in this country a generation ago. When
the minds of children are thus poisoned with sus-

picion, fear, arrogance, bigotry and intolerance

there is little hope that they will develop, along

with physical maturity, a sense of calmness and

justice in their scrutiny of international affairs.
32

These psychological causes of war are viewed by

the writer as of transcendent importance because

all other factors, biological, social, economic or

political, become active and significant only

through their psychological expression.

IV. SOCIOLOGICAL CAUSES OF WAR

Of the alleged sociological causes of war the

most important is that which rests upon the tend-

ency of groups to develop conflicting interests

and to struggle for their realization by physical

force if necessary. It is alleged by many that

this inevitable conflict of interests in human so-

ciety will always remain as a permanent incen-

tive to war, there being many forms of conflict-

ing interests which can scarcely be eliminated by
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any degree of social progress.33
; r . further, strug-

gle or conflict is regarded as a great social dis-

cipline and a highly significant impulse to social

progress. The inaccuracies in this position are

apparent at once upon analysis. As Ratzenho-

fer, Small, Bentley and others have so convinc-

ingly shown, the struggle of conflicting interest-

groups is even more prominent within each state

than between different states.
34 Yet this strug-

gle of groups within the state does not take the

form of physical conflict but tends rather towards

adjustment, compromise and intellectual compe-

tition. If we were able to develop the same de-

gree of legal control and juristic adjustment in

world society as now prevails within the bound-

aries of each state, there would no longer be any

need or justification for the struggle of national

groups to obtain their legitimate desires.
30

Again, while social struggles and conflicts may be

an important means of progress, Novicow and

other penetrating writers have long since demon-

strated that purely physical struggle has become

a disastrous anachronism in society. The con-

structive forms of social conflict must become in

the future more and more distinctly economic,

cultural and intellectual. This sort of competi-

tion may indeed prove a stimulant to progress,

but physical combat will inevitably throw man-
kind back toward primitive barbarism and mis-

ery.
36
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The remaining sociological cause of war is one

which was dealt with above in connection with

the biological factors, namely, the struggle of

groups for areas into which increasing popula-

tions may migrate. It was earlier pointed out

that, short of a complete rilling up of the earth's

surface by increasing populations, the migration

of emigrants is not necessarily a cause of war, ex-

cept when accompanied by various psychological

and political attitudes, such as imperialism and

colonialism, which invite a clash of political sys-

tems. Shorn of these fetishes, international mi-

gration might proceed peacefully and construc-

tively.
37

V. THE ECONOMIC ORIGINS OF WAR

Among the most potent causes of war are the

economic. 38 The Industrial Revolution pro-

duced an enormous increase in commodities avail-

able for sale. The old local and home markets

proved inadequate for this increasing flood of

goods. It was deemed necessary to find new

markets overseas.
39 In part these markets

might be discovered among highly developed

peoples in distant lands, but for the most part

the industrial countries endeavored to develop or

exploit colonies as potential customers for goods

manufactured in the mother country- This led

to what has been called modern economic impe-
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rialism or the struggle for markets, raw materials

and investment areas overseas. Probably the

most dynamic incentive to imperialism, particu-

larly in the last generation, has been the struggle

for control over the sources of raw materials.

The zeal exhibited to-day in the effort to get com-

mand of the oil and rubber supply is but the most

conspicuous contemporary manifestation of this

tendency. As a result, most of the areas which

were not already under the dominion of inde-

pendent modern states in 1870 have been par-

celled out among the British, French, Russians

and Americans.40

This scramble for overseas territory was one

of the most potent causes of international dis-

putes in the fifty years before 1914. 41 England

and Germany clashed in Africa over Walflsch

Bay and over the German attitude toward the

British policy in dealing with the Boers ; in Oce-

ania concerning the Samoan and other islands;

and in Asia Minor over the attempt of Germany
to secure a port and naval base on the Persian

Gulf. England and Russia were led by jeal-

ousy over territory in the Near East into a

bloody war in the middle of the century and to

the brink of another in 1878; and mutual aggres-

sion in Afghanistan and Persia ended without

war only through a parcelling out of the territory

between them. England and France, after ear-

lier friction over northern Egypt, came near to
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war over the Fashoda incident in the Sudan in

1898, and hostility was here averted solely by a

redistribution of colonial possessions and ambi-

tions. Germany and France twice threatened

the peace of Europe over Morocco before the

matter was even temporarily adjusted. The ri-

valry of Germany and Russia in Asia Minor was

not wholly settled by the "Willy-Nicky" corre-

spondence or the convention of 1911, and the

conflict between the "Mittel-Europa" and Pan-

Slavic plans, and the mutual rivalry over Tur-

key helped to create the diplomatic crisis which

precipitated the war. Germany and the United

States clashed over the Samoan Islands and in

regard to the American conquest of the Philip-

pines. Italy broke her long friendship with

France over the latter's annexation of Tunis

and made war on Turkey to secure Tripolitania

after being sharply obstructed in Abyssinia.

Russia and Japan fought over eastern Siberia

and Manchuria. Finally, the "glory" of the war

with Spain and the rise of "the American Em-
pire" served the better to prepare the United

States to enter upon the World War.

Not only has there been a struggle for over-

seas dominions for markets and raw materials;

the Industrial Revolution in due time produced

an enormous supply of surplus capital that

sought investment in overseas dominions. 42

This in itself was legitimate enough. But the in-
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vestors sought special protection and unique

rights independent of the laws and customs of

the country in which the investments were made.

Extra-territorial rights were demanded which

made the investors free from the laws and courts

of the exploited country. Each state, in ad-

ministering its laws, was, naturally, biased in

I favor of its own nationals.
43 In many cases,

when the exploited state was weak enough in a

political or military sense to allow such oppres-

sion, foreign investors have induced their home

governments to impose severe economic handi-

caps upon the country undergoing economic

penetration. A notorious representative exam-

ple of such procedure is the limitation of the cus-

toms duties which may be imposed by the

Chinese government. Chinese merchants ship-

ping goods into foreign countries are compelled

to pay the extortionately high customs duties

imposed, while the Chinese are themselves lim-

.

J

ited to notoriously low customs rates on im-

. ports.
44 The Boxer Revolution of 1900 and the

[
recent uprisings in China have been very largely

caused by the oppressive activities of foreign in-

. vestors supported by the armed forces of their

;

home governments.45 Such procedure makes

1
for nothing but international hatred and a de-

\
sire to throw off the oppressor. Nothing has

done more to align the yellow race against the

white than the economic exploitation of China
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by European countries and the United States,
jj

Even more serious has been the intimidation or
e i

the military or naval occupation of weaker states j

at the behest of investors.
46 The investor of cap-

(f

ital in some weak state may believe that his inter-
\\

ests are not adequately protected by the laws and u

institutions of the state in which he is carrying m

on business, or may find it difficult to collect his
t

debts in this same country. He then hastens |

at once to the state department or foreign office [

of his home government and demands that his m

economic and financial interests be protected

by the army or marines of his mother country. ; m

This has led to notorious intervention on the part
!lf

of various states and the forceful occupation of
\ t

weaker or dependent states in order to collect
,T

the debts due to private citizens.
47 This proced-

^

ure is a direct repudiation of the established
,

practice within each state. An investor at
(3

home would never for a moment dream of re-
m

questing so preposterous a thing as the use of

the standing army to enable him to collect a
'

s

debt, but the investor abroad demands exactly

this form of special protection and intervention.
||

This has produced a large number of irritating
()

and oppressive incidents in modern international
tt

relations, perhaps the most notorious of which
j

have been our own relations with various Latin-
,

American countries, where our foreign policy has
n

been very extensively dictated by the wishes and
S(



BASIC CAUSES OF WARS 21

interests of our investors, the vigorous disclaim-

ers of ex-Secretary Hughes notwithstanding.

Nothing else has done so much to produce in-

!
ternational discord on the western hemisphere,

but our American examples of this practice are

only representative illustrations of a well-nigh

universal practice on the part of the more

powerful states of the modern world as exempli-

! fied by the recent activities of the British in

) Egypt, China and Persia, or the French in Mo-

rocco and Syria.
48

The international menace inherent in many

modern economic conditions, particularly im-

perialism and foreign investments, has been in-

tensified by the differential and discriminatory

system of protective tariffs which has evolved

parallel with the rise of modern industry and

world commerce. In the late eighteenth and

early nineteenth centuries there was a steady

movement toward free-trade, but the rise of

modern industrialism, nationalism and imperial-

ism produced a strong reaction in favor of that

form of economic nationalism which is known as

! the protective tariff.
49 Even the most extreme

;
exponents of this policy in the earlier days con-

lj tended that it was desirable only when helping

'S a developing industrial state to establish itself

j in a condition of relative economic equality with

it more advanced states. As Friedrich List him-

self admitted, there is no valid justification for
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a protective tariff on the part of a well developed

industrial state.
50 Yet modern politicians and

special economic interests have secured a well-

nigh universal adoption of the protective tariff

system, which is nothing else than a form of

economic warfare continuing during the periods

of assumed political peace. Particularly has

this been true of the discriminatory tariff systems

which were common in Europe before the World
War and have in some cases been continued in

an even more irritating form since that conflict

has officially terminated. We shall never be able

to eliminate the economic causes of war so long

as the archaic principle of the protective tariff re-

mains an unabated nuisance. 51 Unfortunately,

there is little prospect at present for relief in this

direction. Even England has believed herself

compelled to revert to the tariff system after

nearly a century of approximately free trade,

while the United States now finds itself labor-

ing under the most atrocious tariff law in the

history of our country.

But the basest and most vile of all the forms

of the economic causes of war are those which

are related to the propaganda of various firms

engaged in the manufacturing of armor, ex-

plosives, and various other types of munitions

used in warfare, both on land and water.52 Such

organizations subsidize the militaristic propa-

ganda, support patriotic societies and contribute
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enthusiastically to the maintenance of speakers

and periodicals which emphasize the value of

citizen training camps and other forms of effort

to keep the military cult forcefully before the

people. In the period before the late European

war it was not uncommon for munitions manu-

facturers to bribe foreign newspapers to print

highly alarmist news in a rival country in order

to stir up reciprocal fear in the state of the muni-

tions manufacturers and hence make it possible

to secure larger appropriations for armament

and munitions. 53 Then there is the lust of those

economic vultures who see in war an opportunity

for unique pecuniary profit, and are willing to

urge a policy which will lead to enormous loss of

life and an increase of general misery in order

that they may accumulate additional revenue

over the dead bodies of their fellow-citizens.
54

Though these very real and potent economic

causes of war exist, it has long since been ap-

parent to the intelligent and penetrating econ-

omists that modern economic society is be-

coming more and more a world society in every

important sense. Modern methods of communi-

cation and transportation have tended to make

the world ever more an economic unit character-

ized by interdependence and the necessity for

cooperation.
55 Only the foolhardy psychologi-

cal attitudes which have come down from an

earlier age serve as pseudo-economic motives for
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division and discord. Further, as Norman An-

gell warned before the War and still further

proved upon the basis of the results of the recent

World War, no war can to-day be a profitable

one, even for the victors.
56 The main hope for

the mitigation of the economic forces making for

war are, on the one hand, the development of an

educational program designed to reveal the

menace of economic imperialism and the high

protective tariff system, and, on the other hand,

the gradual recognition on the part of the more

intelligent and forward-looking bankers and in-

vestors that the old system was wrong-headed in

its notions and must be modified if ultimate dis-

aster is to be averted.
57

VI. THE POLITICAL CAUSES OF AVAR

Among the most important of the political

causes of war is the modern national state sys-

tem, the psychological results of which were men-

tioned above in connection with the military cult

and conventional patriotism. Largely as a re-

sult of the rise of modern capitalism and the

Protestant Reformation, the benign dream of

a united political entity comprehending all

Europe was replaced by the hard actuality of

the modern national state.
58 This system was

first thoroughly legalized in European public

law in the Treaty of Westphalia of 1648. The
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independence of nationalities in a political sense

was at first confined primarily to the greater

European states, but the aspiration to such in-

dependence soon spread to the lesser peoples, and

the nineteenth century was in part taken up with

their struggles for emancipation. Owing to the

fact that subject nationalities were frequently

oppressed within the greater states, these op-

pressed peoples came to regard nationality as

something which required political independence

for adequate expression.
59

In this way there grew up that disastrous tend-

ency to confound the purely cultural fact of

nationality with political autonomy and sov-

ereignty. The acceptance of this view has pro-

moted the creation of a large number of small

national states which Constitute just so much

greater invitation to wkr unless brought within

some Avorld organization or some European fed-

eration.
60 The Peace of Versailles carried to its

logical extreme this recognition of political na-

tionalism, without at the same time adequately

safeguarding the process by a strong interna-

tional organization. It is perfectly true that

nationalism may be adjusted to world order and

organization, but it will need to be a nationalism

much more tempered and conciliatory than that

which motivated and conditioned European psy-

chology in the century before the World War. 61

Aside from its psychological expression in



26 GENESIS OF THE WORLD WAR

fanatical patriotism the chief reason why the

national state has been a menace to peace and

world order has been the fact that nationalism

has been linked with the conception of absolute

political sovereignty. This was a notion de-

rived vaguely from Roman law, but primarily

developed by political philosophers from Bodin

in the sixteenth century, through Hobbes, Black-

stone, Bentham and Austin to Burgess in our

own day. In the words of Burgess it means the

"original, absolute, universal and unlimited

power of the state over any subject or group

of subjects."
r>2 Such a political concept, held

to be the very key and core of the modern politi-

cal order, has naturally proved a nasty theoreti-

cal stumbling-block to any movement for world

organization. It has been maintained that any

such plan would involve some sacrifice of sov-

ereignty and independence, and would therefore

pull down the whole edifice of modern political

society in its wake. Added to this metaphysical

fetish has been the even more absurd notion of

"national honor"—a phrase used normally to

cover supposedly non-judicable topics and dis-

putes. 83

It is easy to show that this view of absolute

political sovereignty is a purely metaphysical

fiction, the power of the state being in both

theory and practice limited by every treaty and

international arrangement, as well as by the so-
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cial power exerted by various groups within the

state.
64 The concepts and practices of political

pluralism are already severely challenging the

theory of the omnipotent sovereign state, and we

may safely hold that there is nothing in sound

political science of the present time which con-

stitutes any obstacle to the plans for an effective

society of states.
65 Yet the fetish of the sov-

ereign state still persists to give pathological

sensitivity to many contemporary statesmen and

politicians when a program of world unity is

brought up for discussion. The view that there

are subjects which a state cannot submit to ad-

judication without a lesion of national honor is

as misleading as it is to contend that there are

matters which a private individual should not

submit to the courts of law. The concept of

"national honor" is not an adjunct of national

dignity or world order but a criterion and a

stigma of international lawlessness, comparable

to duelling and lynch law within the state.
66

VII. CONCLUSIONS

The above brief discussion of some of the more

obvious fundamental causes of war should be use-

ful, if for no other reason, because it makes

plain the necessary breadth of any adequate

program for securing world-peace. The pacifist

has normally been a single-track reformer, put-
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ting his trust in some one alleged panacea, such

as disarmament, international arbitration, inter-

national conferences, international discussion

clubs, religious unity, leagues of nations, free-

trade, non-resistance, and so on. While every-

one interested in the cause of peace should be al-

lowed to affiliate himself with whatever branch of

the general peace movement is able to claim his

most enthusiastic support, he should understand

that his particular pet scheme will be helpful only

as a part of a larger whole comprehending the

consistent assault upon each and every one of

the factors making for war in contemporary so-

ciety. When we shall have eliminated the causes

of international friction, the symptoms of this

world malady will no longer be present to

harass us.
67
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CHAPTER II

THE GENERAL HISTORICAL
BACKGROUND OF 1914

I. THE NEW DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE

Article 231 of the Treaty of Versailles, signed

on June 28, 1919, reads as follows:

The Allied and Associated Governments affirm, and

Germany accepts, the responsibility of herself and her

allies, for causing all the loss and damage to which the

Allied and Associated Governments and their nationals

have been subjected as a consequence of the war im-

posed upon them by the aggression of Germany and

her allies.

On the basis of this assertion the Entente

Powers specifically and concretely erected their

claim to reparations from Germany, and by im-

plication the general nature of the entire treaty.

Some have supposed that Germany, by appar- I

ently acquiescing in this charge of full and com-

plete guilt in regard to the outbreak of the war,

finally and for all time clinched the argument

of the Allied Powers in regard to her sole

responsibility. Such a position could hardly be

held, however, by any one familiar with the

34
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methods of the Allies during the Peace Confer-

ence. Germany occupied the situation of a

prisoner at the bar, where the prosecuting at-

torney was given full leeway as to time and pre-

sentation of evidence, while the defendant was

denied counsel or the opportunity to produce

either evidence or witnesses. Germany was con-

fronted with the alternative of signing the con-

fession at once or having her territory invaded

and occupied, with every probability that such

an admission would be ultimately extorted from

her in any event. In the light of these obvious

facts it is plain that the question of the responsi-

bility for the outbreak of the World War must

rest for its solution upon the indisputable docu-

mentary evidence which is available in the prem-

ises.
1 To quote Elbridge Colby: "Treaties

signed at the point of a gun do not necessarily

tell the truth or do justice."

Under the circumstances which ordinarily

follow a war, we should still be as ignorant of

the real causes of the World War as we were in

1914. It has been a general rule that the

archives, or repositories of the public documents

of the States involved, have been closed to non-

official readers until from forty to eighty years

after the events and negotiations which these

documents describe. Hence we should normally

have been required to wait until about 1975 for

as great a volume of documentary evidence as
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we now possess, and two generations of students

would have passed away without progressing be-

yond dubious guesses and intuitive approxima-

tions to the truth. The explanation of our good

fortune in this regard is to be found in the revo-

lutionary overturns in Germany, Austria and

Russia before the close of the World War. The

new governments were socialistic in character

and hypothetically opposed to war and milita-

rism, despite the fact that the Socialists had for

the most part remained loyal to their capitalis-

tic or landlord governments in the World War.

Desiring to make their tenure more secure by

discrediting the acts and policies of the preced-

ing regimes, the new governments believed that

they might help to advance this end by throw-

ing open the national archives in the hope that

historical editors might discover therein evidence

of responsibility on the part of the former gov-

erning groups for the inundation of blood, mis-

ery and sorrow which swept over Europe after

1914. 2 In addition to these voluntarily opened

archives, the Germans seized the Belgian ar-

chives during the War and published collections

of extracts. Then B. de Siebert, Secretary to

the Russian Embassy at London in the period

before the War, had secretly made copies of the

important diplomatic exchanges between Lon-

don and St. Petersburg from 1908 to 1914, and

later gave or sold many of them to the Germans.
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The nature of the European diplomatic and

military alignments in 1914 accounts for the

fact that these revelations are reasonably ade-

quate to settle the problems concerning the

declarations of war in 1914, despite the further

fact that France, Italy and Serbia refused to

make their archives accessible to scholars. In-

asmuch as Italy was technically allied with

Germany and Austria in the Triple Alliance,

the nature of much of her foreign policy and

many of her diplomatic engagements may be

oleaned from the German and Austrian archives.

But she was at the same time secretly negotiat-

ing with France, and, after 1914, with the mem-

bers of the Triple Entente. This material is,

in part, available in the documents in the Rus-

sian archives and in those which have been pub-

lished from the French archives. England and

France having been the other members of the

Triple Entente, the secret diplomacy of this

group is reasonably covered in the Russian

archives and the Siebert documents, the latter of

which are now duplicated in part in the publi-

cations from the Russian archives, though it

would be desirable to know of any possible secret

Franco-British exchanges not revealed to Rus-

sia. The French have, of course, published some

of their documents in the various Livres Jaunes—
the most important of which is that on the Bal-

kan policy (1922), but they are officially ed-
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ited and many incriminating documents are,

naturally, suppressed. England is now allowing

Gooch and Temperley to edit eleven volumes of

pre-war material in the English archives. The

volume on the crisis of 1914 has just ap-

peared.

Although a vast number of documents in the

archives of Germany, Austria and Russia have

not yet been published, the collections thus far

available are impressive. Many diplomatic doc-

uments covering the broad historical background

of the Austrian crisis of 1914 are presented in the

admirable collection of Professor A. F. Pri-

bram. 3 The documents in the Austrian archives

dealing with the month preceding the outbreak

of the World War have been edited by the pub-

licist and scholarly journalist, Roderich Goos,

in the three volumes of the Austrian Bed Book.*

In Germany an even more voluminous collection

on the diplomacy of Germany and related coun-

tries from 1871 to 1914 has been published under

the editorship of J. Lepsius, A. Mendelssohn-

Bartholdy and F. Thimme. This embraces all

the important diplomatic documents in the Ger-

man Foreign Office; some fifty bulky volumes

have already appeared. It is the most extensive

publication of this sort yet undertaken in any

country. 5 The documents dealing with the an-

tecedents of August, 1914, were extracted from

the German archives by the German Socialist,
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Karl Kautsky, and published in four volumes

under the editorship of the eminent scholars, W.
Schucking, M. Montgelas and A. Mendelssohn-

Bartholdy. A supplementary collection has

been more recently published which embodies:

(1) The testimony of leading Germans in mili-

tary, diplomatic and business life before a com-

mittee appointed by the German post-war gov-

ernment to investigate the responsibility for the

War; (2) the records of the reaction of Ger-

many to Mr. Wilson's peace note of December,

1916; and (.3) the negotiations between Ger-

many and her allies, and Germany and the

(United States concerning submarine warfare

and the policies which produced the entry of the

United States into the World War. 7

No Russian documents have been made avail-

able as yet which cover so ample an historical

background as the work of Pribram and the pub-

lished volumes of the Grosse Politik. The Sie-

bert documents 8 deal only with the period from

1908-1914. The Livre Noir (Black Book) is

another important publication of the Russian

documents. It was collected by Rene Marchand,

a scholarly French publicist and journalist

thoroughly familiar with the Russian language

and with Russian public life and politics. It

presents many of the Russian diplomatic docu-

ments of the years 1910-1914, particularly stress-

ing the correspondence of Izvolski. A much
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more thorough collection of the Russian docu-

ments has been edited by Dr. Friedrich Stieve in

five large volumes. These are the most impor-

tant published collections of Russian source mate-

rial.
9 The diary of Baron M. F. Schilling,

Chief of the Chancellery in the Russian Foreign

Office in 1914, is invaluable for many details.

This newly accessible archival material has

enabled scholars to check up on the collections of

apologetic or extenuating documents published

by the great powers in the early days of the War.

A step in this direction has been taken by G. von

Romberg, who has brought out a publication of

the actual exchanges between Paris and St.

Petersburg following the submission of the Aus-

trian ultimatum to Serbia on July 23, 1914.

This lays bare the serious and important sup-

pressions in the original Russian Orange Book,

which eliminated all the damaging evidence re-

garding conciliatory German proposals or ag-

gressive Franco-Russian aims and policies.
10

Also from the Russian archives has come the re-

cently published collection revealing Italy's

dickering with the Entente for territorial cessions

from 1914 to the time of her entry into the World

War in May, 1915. 11 The Belgian documents

published by Germany embrace chiefly the dis-

patches and opinions of the Belgian ambassadors

in the major European capitals following 1886,

playing up especially those which express fear of
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Entente collusion and aggression. Highly se-

lected and one-sided, the collection is yet of real

value as proving that the Belgians were alarmed

at the policies of the states other than Germany

and incidentally vindicating beyond any doubt

the neutrality of official Belgian opinion as a

whole before 1914. 12 Finally, we have the de-

pressing Secret Treaties of the Entente, which

eliminate once and for all any basis for the hy-

pothesis of idealism underlying the military activ-

ities of either side in the World War, and convict

the Allies of aggressive aims as thoroughly as

Grumbach's Das Annexionistische Deutschland

proves Germany and Austria guilty of similar

ambitions. 13

These collections of documents have been sup-

plemented by a vast number of apologetic and

controversial memoirs, reminiscences and auto-

biographies which possess highly varied value

and relevance, and by infinitely more important

scholarly monographs analyzing in detail one or

another of the many diplomatic and political
1

problems and situations lying back of the World
War. 14

It is upon such material as this that we are

able to construct a relatively objective and de-

finitive estimate of the causes of and responsi-

bility for the great calamity of 1914-18 and its

aftermath. It is quite evident that if any ac-

count written prior to 1919 possesses any validity
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whatever or any approximation to the true pic-

ture of events, this is due solely to superior guess-

ing power or good luck on the part of the writer,

and in no sense to the possession of reliable or

pertinent documentary evidence.

In his recent defense in Foreign Affairs for

October, 1925, Poincare has made the absurd

insinuation that this new material bearing on

war guilt is German and Bolshevik propaganda.

An examination of the facts will put this pre-

posterous charge forever at rest. The German
documents were made public by the Socialistic

government which hoped thereby to discredit

the Kaiser and the imperial regime. If the doc-

uments had been garbled they would have been

altered in the direction of attempting to empha-

size German guilt. As an actual matter of fact,

they were carefully edited under the direction

and scrutiny of both liberal and conservative

scholars. No informed person can question their

authenticity. The same holds true of the Aus-

trian documents. Of the Russian documents the

exchanges between London and St. Petersburg

were edited by Siebert, a Russian landlord and

an enemy of the Bolsheviks, years before the

Bolsheviks came into power. Those between

Paris and St. Petersburg were edited in the first

instance by two French scholars, Laloy and

Marchand. An even more complete edition

was later prepared by D. F. Stieve, a German
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scholar. There is no discrepancy of significance

between these editions, and the Bolsheviks have

in no sense interfered with the editing. Further,

if Poincare knew that these documents were false,

he had an admirable opportunity to clear him-

self by ordering a full publication of the French

documents, as he was premier of France after

the appearance of the Livre Noir which con-

tains the damaging evidence against him. He
made no such move. It is even more significant

that while Poincare makes a general and blanket

charge that these new documents are untrust-

worthy he has seen fit to deny the truth of only

one important incriminating document or state-

ment of Izvolski. The whole question of the

authenticity of the collections of Russian docu-

ments made by Marchand and Stieve has re-

cently been settled by Sazonov. In his foreword

to Baron Schilling's diary, How the War Began,

he admits their complete authenticity.

II. GERMANY AND EUROPE, 1870-1914

Without undertaking to make a detailed sum-

mary of the diplomatic history of Europe from

1870 to 1914, we can at least present in its major

outlines the picture of the European system

which made possible the great calamity of 1914.

Such an attempt is not only important in prepar-

ing the ground for an understanding of the im-
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mediate causes of the World War, but also as

a refutation of a most significant phase of the

Entente propaganda—a phase which has de-

veloped chiefly since 1919. During the War the

conventional propaganda in the Allied countries

tended to rest content for its proof of full and

complete German responsibility upon the alleged

Potsdam Conference of July 5, 1914, where the

Kaiser and his war-lords were supposed to have

revealed their determination to precipitate the

European struggle, urging Austria on in her

policy of threatening Serbia for the primary pur-

pose of bringing Russia into the struggle and

thus setting off a general European confla-

gration. 15

The further documentary evidence which has

recently come out with respect to the immediate

causes of the War has decisively demonstrated

that the German civil government not only did

not will war in 1914 but was distinctly opposed

to its outbreak. It has been impossible for any

honest and unbiased student of the documents

l<> deny these facts. Hence, some who are un-

willing to adjust their conceptions fully and

freely to the new facts, have turned from the

immediate diplomatic events of June-August,

1914, to the general European setting from 1870-

1914 as proof of the primary German responsi-

bility for the World War. They admit that the

evidence shows that Germany was specifically
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opposed to the War in the summer of 1914, and

that the aggression came from the side of France

and Russia. Yet they contend that if Germany

did not will the War in 1914, she was per-

sistently the most active and menacing bully in

the general European situation from 1870 on-

ward, and really forced France and Russia into

their aggressive acts of 1912-1914 as a matter

of self-protection.
16 We shall here examine the

actual facts in the situation with the aim of dis-

covering how much truth there is in this com-

mon allegation of contemporary Entente propa-

gandists that if Germany did not specifically

bring on the World War, nevertheless she cre-

ated that system of militarism and bullying which

made the war inevitable.

III. ECONOMIC RIVALRY". ENGLAND AND

GERMANY

The general underlying causes of the Euro-

pean military menace may be summarized under

four main headings: economic and commercial

rivalry, nationalism and patriotism, military and

naval preparations, and the two great systems

of counter-alliances. In regard to the first of

these, the greatest guilt, if it may be thus called,

falls unquestionably upon Great Britain and

Germany. From the close of the War of 1812
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onward Great Britain had been far and away j.«

the most powerful industrial and commercial f

country in the world. During the late '70's and i

'80's Germany experienced the Industrial Revo- i

lution which brought to her the mechanical if

technique and the factory system. A stu- *

pendous industrial and commercial transforma- I

tion ensued which, in rapidity and extent, has
\

(»

only been rivalled by the development of Ameri- \ i

can industry since the Civil War and the parallel

transformation of Japanese industry. Partic- 1
in

ularly in the textile industry, the iron and steel s

industry and the new chemical industry did

Germany rapidly forge ahead, to become a no- (

table contender with Great Britain for the indus- i

trial primacy of Europe. Likewise Germany s

developed rapidly a great merchant marine which i i

struggled with England for the carrying trade I i

of the oceans, and she sought territory overseas
j

a

for colonial empire and areas of investment to < a;

afford markets for her surplus products and out-

let for her capital accumulations. And, in the I

Jli

same way that Great Britain had developed a |

great navy to protect her colonies and merchant i>

marine, so toward the close of the nineteenth 111

century Germany also began to lay plans for ill!

a real navy. 17

Many, including the present writer, have re-

ferred to the German naval plans as "foolish" or

worse. Doubtless this is true in an absolute I
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sense, as all forms of military and naval pre-

paredness must be viewed as fundamentally

idiotic. Yet the German naval plans were only

a natural and normal outgrowth of the general

t spirit of the times and of the particular circum-

stances of German development following 1890.

! No modern state has yet developed a colonial

empire, extensive world trade and a great mer-

:
chant marine without feeling that it is desirable

to secure protection through the provision of

Ian adequate navy. The German naval expan-

I sion was unquestionably a psychological, diplo-

1 matic and pecuniary liability, but the same may

J be said of all navies. The German naval plans

formulated by Von Tirpitz were insane only in

the sense that the whole preparedness race was

i imbecilic. Further, as will be apparent from the

: statistics of armaments given below, the German

d navy was never any real challenge to the naval

i
supremacy of Great Britain alone, to say nothing

I of the combined navies of Great Britain, France,

Russia and Japan. Finally, the German naval

i policy cannot be regarded as a direct cause of the

t war as Germany and England had reached a

ii satisfactory, if informal, understanding before *

ri 1914 on the 16:10 basis.

These developments in commerce and naval

plans greatly alarmed Great Britain and led her

t
to look upon Germany rather than France as

e
the chief menace to her interests and safety in
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the west. Up to this time she had regarded

France as the chief danger in this area, but

shortly after the beginning of the present cen-

tury France was supplanted by Germany as

the chief object of British concern in the tradi-

tional British policy to maintain England free

from danger from any power on the coasts of

the North Sea. 18

Added to this British jealousy of German in-

dustrial and commercial progress and her fear of

the German menace to her safety on the North

Sea, due to the development of German naval

plans, was the growing influence of Germany in

the Near East which was involved in the German

plans for the railroad from Berlin to Bagdad,

with the resulting desire to exploit the great re-

sources of Mesopotamia. During the nineteenth

century Great Britain had looked upon Rus-

sia as the great menace to her interests in the

Near East, but with the launching of the German
plans for the railroad from Hamburg to the

Persian Gulf England became more and more

fearful about the possible results of German ad-

vances in Turkey and Mesopotamia. 19 Dr.

John S. Ewart, a most distinguished Canadian

jurist, whose recent book The Roots and Causes

of the Wars, 1914-1918 is the most thorough

book in English on the subject, presents the fol-

lowing admirable summary of these causes of

Anglo-German rivalry;
20
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1. Germany's rivalry in manufactures, in commerce,

in finance, in mercantile shipping, and in war-navy,

added to her predominance in military power, aroused

British apprehension, and created British antagonism.

That was one root of the war between the United King-

dom and Germany.

2. British policy in western Europe had for many

years pivoted upon the determination to maintain free-

dom from menace on the North Sea coasts. While

France was the danger in this regard, France was the

potential enemy. As Germany waxed, and France rela-

tively waned, British apprehension became fixed on the

power to the east of Belgium and Holland, instead of,

as formerly, on the power to the west. That was an-

other root of the war between the United Kingdom and

Germany.

3. British traditional policy in eastern Europe and

the Near East had been the protection of Constantino-

ple and India against the advances of Russia. The

advent of Germany as a competitor for domination at

Constantinople, and for political as well as economic ex-

pansion in Asia Minor, Persia and Mesopotamia, di-

verted British apprehension from Russia to Germany.

That was another root of the war between the United

Kingdom and Germany.

It is also undoubtedly true that the American

willingness to enter the World War was con-

siderably enhanced by the American jealousy of

German commercial and industrial expansion,

but this certainly played no part whatever in pre-

cipitating the World War, and may thus be dis-



50 GENESIS OF THE WORLD WAR

missed without any further mention as a cause

of the War.21 Many historians believe that

there was no inconsiderable economic basis for

the rivalry between Germany and Russia par-

ticularly due to the German economic conquest

of Russia, which was so complete that by 1913

fifty per cent of Russia's imports came from

Germany and thirty-five per cent of her exports

went into Germany. Along with this German
industrial penetration went a tariff war which

was based upon the discriminatory and differen-

tial tariff system common to the European

states before the World War. 22

But unquestionably the chief economic and

commercial cause of the War lay in the rivalries

which developed between the industry, com-

merce, imperialistic policies and naval arma-

ments of Great Britain and Germany. It is

probably inaccurate to apply the term "guilt"

in any sense to either Great Britain or Germany
in this connection. It was but natural that each

country should do all it could to further its in-

dustrial and commercial development and, grant-

ing the existence of the prevailing economic and

commercial policies of the time, it was equally

inevitable that there should be a clash between

these two powers. Certainly there was nothing

in the situation which would justify one in hold-

ing Germany primarily responsible for this

Anglo-German economic antagonism.
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IV. NATIONALISM AND PATRIOTISM

With respect to the spirit of nationalism and
arrogant patriotism, none of the Great Powers
can here show a clean bill of health. All were

afflicted with this chief psychological cause of

hatred and suspicion. Probably the most viru-

lent expression of this patriotism was to be found

in France under the leadership of Deroulede,

Barres and other apostles of revenge and Galli-

canism. But certainly the difference between

France and other major European states was
chiefly one of degree rather than of kind. The
Germans were exuberant over their successes in

1870 and the subsequent marvelous development

of the united German Empire. The Russians

were busy with Pan-Slavic programs designed

to make Russia the most powerful state in the

eastern hemisphere and the natural leader of all

the Slavic peoples in Europe. A most vigorous

patriotism flourished in the naval clique in Great
Britain, and no more obsessed organ was pub-
lished anywhere in Europe than the bellicose and
chauvinistic National Review edited in London
by Mr. L. J. Maxse. Likewise, the enthusiasm
of the Italian patriots, led by men like D'An-
nunzio, knew no bounds either in ambition or

literary expression. 23

During the War the Entente propaganda rep-

resented Germany as almost unique and alone in
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this patriotic literature and lust for world-domin-

ion, basing their assertions chiefly upon the pub-

lications of the Pan-German League and the

books of writers like Nietzsche and Bernhardi.
24

Dr. Mildred S. Wertheimer, in a recent thorough

and painstaking study ^ of the Pan-German

League, executed under the direction of Profes-

sor C. J. H. Hayes of Columbia University, has

shown that the Pan-German League was but a

small organization of fanatical patriots, com-

parable to our own National Security League

and American Defense Society, and having less

influence over the German government than our

American societies had over the foreign policy
(

of Woodrow Wilson from 1913-1916. Even in

official circles the Pan-German League was
!

,

laughed at as a noisy nuisance. Nietzsche fiercely

hated the Prussian military bureaucracy and

could in no sense be regarded as their spokesman,
j

j

while Bernhardi was simply the German ex-

positor of the military cult common to certain

classes and groups throughout Europe in the
j

j

half century before the War. His German!/

and the Next War had not been read by anybody
,

in the German Foreign Office in 1914. It can be
j

j

matched readily by comparable and synchronous
j

(

{publications in England, Prance and Russia.
,

Fully as uncompromising adulations of the mili-
,

tary cult are to be found in the writings of



THE BACKGROUND OF THE WAR .53

Maude, Cramb, Lea, Wyatt, Maxim, Mahan,
Deroulede, Daudet and Barres. 26 The sane

view of this matter is one which makes no attempt

at either a special condemnation or whitewashing

of Germany. She was, in general, as bad as

the other countries with respect to patriotic

propaganda and national pride, but certainly no

worse.

Least of all can it be contended that it was
Germany which gave birth to the ardent pa-

triotic sentiments of the European states in the

nineteenth century. In large part they were

the product of general historical and cultural con-

ditions, but in so far as they came from any
particular country the responsibility must be

assigned to the military tradition of the French
Bourbons, and, above all, to the traditions of

military glory and patriotic pride developed inw

France during the period of the Revolution and
of Napoleon Bonaparte and revived with vigor

by Napoleon III in the era of the second French
Empire. German patriotism itself had its birth

as a reaction against the indignities perpetrated

upon the Prussians by Napoleon during the

French occupation following 1806. 27 Ewart
presents the following statesmanlike conclusions

with respect to this whole problem of the alleged

unique German responsibility for obsessed pa-
triotism and national arrogance :

28
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From what has been said, the following conclusions

may safely be drawn:

1. That Germany sought to dominate the world is a

very ridiculous assertion.

2. That Nietzsche, Treitschke, or Bernhardi advo-

cated world-domination is untrue.

3. That Germany desired to be able to exercise the

chief influence in world affairs is as true as that the

United Kingdom has occupied that position for the last

hundred years.

4. Germany's desire for a strong navy was based

upon the same reasons as those which actuated the

United Kingdom, namely, (1) protection of coasts, (2)

protection of commerce, (3) protection of colonies, and

(4) diplomatic influence.

5. Of imperialism, all virile nations have been guilty.

The victors in the recent war, and their friends, made

the most of their opportunities. Previous to her de-

feat, Germany was no exception to the general rule.

6. The prose and poetry of all nations boastfully as-

sert superiorities, and reveal imperialistic proclivities.

German authors were and are as foolish as the others.

V. ARMAMENTS AND PREPAREDNESS

In no other respect lias there been more gen-

eral unanimity of opinion in our country than

in the assumption that the military prepared-

ness of Germany was far superior to that of any

other European country with respect to both the

number and quality of troops and the equipment

of cavalry, infantry and artillery. Germany
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has been pictured as the one country overrun

with soldiers armed to the teeth and trained to

the minute, while the other European states have

been represented as but conducting feeble and

imperfect defensive programs in lame and fear-

ful imitation of Germany. 29 Direct recourse to

the facts quickly dispels this persistent and mis-

leading illusion. The following table presents

the effective peace strength of the various major

world powers in 1899, 1907 and 1914:
30

1899 1907 1914

Germany 604,000 629,000 806,000

Austria 346,000 382,000 370,000

Italy , 258,000 284,000 305,000

France ..574,000 559,000 818,000

Russia 896,000 1,254,000 1,284,000

Professor Moon makes practically the same es-

timate, with the addition of the population of the

states involved:

Population

1895 1910 1914 1914

Germany 585,000 634,000 812,000 68,000,000

Austria-Hungary 349,000 327,000 424,000 52,000,000

Italy 238,000 288,000 318,000 36,000,000

Russia 910,000 1,200,000 1,300,000 174,000,000

France 572,000 634,000 846,000 40,000,000

Great Britain 369,000 255,000 250,000 46,000,000

Japan 230,000 250,000 54,000,000

United States 81,000 105,000 99,000,000

General Buat, a leading French military expert,

contends that the active French army in 1914
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numbered 910,000 with 1,325,000 reservists, while

the active German army he holds to have been at

this time 870,000 with 1,180,000 reservists.
31

The distinguished French historian, Charles

Seignobos, has recently pointed out in Lavisse's

Histoire de France contemporaine how, in in-

stituting: the new three-year service act in 1913-

14, the French military authorities, in addition to

calling up two new classes, also retained the

one which would have ordinarily been released.

Thus, in the summer of 1914, France had the

unique and wholly temporary advantage of hav-

ing four classes with the colors.

In the decade from 1905-1914 the expendi-

tures for arms on the part of the four major

powers were the following: 32

Russia £495,144,622

France £347,348,259

Germany £448,025,543

Austria £234,668,407

In equipment, likewise, Russia and France

were overwhelmingly superior to Germany and

Austria-Hungary with the sole exception of

heavy batteries. Some readers, while accepting

the inevitable proof of these concrete statistics

that quantitatively speaking the Austro-German

forces were immensely inferior to the land forces

of Russia and France combined, may quite likely

assert that at least the German army was much



THE BACKGROUND OF THE VV A R 57

more thoroughly drilled and much more compe-

tent in its manoeuvres than the armies of the

Entente. To dispel this mistaken notion we may
cite the opinion of Colonel Repington, a dis-

tinguished British military expert, who closely

observed German manoeuvres in 1911: 33

The writer has not formed a wholly favorable opinion

of the German army, which appears to him to be living

on a glorious past and to be unequal to the repute in

which it is commonly held. There was nothing in the

higher leading at the manoeuvres of a distinguished

character, and mistakes were committed which tended

to shake the confidence of foreign spectators in the

reputation of the command. The infantry lacked dash,

displayed no knowledge of the use of ground, entrenched

themselves badly, were extremely slow in their move-

ments, offered vulnerable targets at medium range, ig-

nored the service of security, performed the approach

marches in an old-time manner, were not trained to

understand the connection between fire and movement,

and seemed totally unaware of the effect of modern fire.

The cavalry was in many ways exceedingly old-

fashioned. The artillery, with its out-of-date material

and slow and ineffective methods of fire, appeared so in-

ferior that it can have no pretension to measure itself

against the French in anything approaching level

terms, and finally, the dirigibles and aeroplanes pre-

sented the fourth arm in a relatively unfavorable light.

A nation which after all gives up little more than half

its able-bodied sons to the army has become less mili-

tarist than formerly.
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Some might contend that though this was true in

1911, it was not an accurate description of the

state of affairs in 1914. As an actual matter of

fact, however, it is well known that the French

and Russians made much more progress in mili-

tary preparations between 1911 and 1914 than

did the Germans.

It will be noted that in the above estimates we

have left out entirely the large potential army

which England was able to raise when war ac-

tually came. This should be added to the al-

ready overwhelming odds possessed by Russia

and France as against Germany and Austria in

a land war. In comparing the military prepara-

tions of Germany and France it must be remem-

bered that the German population was nearly

double that of France in 1914, so the fact that the

French army was slightly larger than the Ger-

man at this time indicates far heavier prepared-

ness per capita in France than in Germany.

When we turn to naval expenditures we find

that here in the ten years before the War the

joint expenditures of France and Russia were

much greater than those of Germany and Aus-

tria, in spite of the fact that we are commonly

led to believe that, aside from England, Ger-

many was the only European country which con-

templated extensive naval preparations. Here,

in particular, we have to add to the Franco-

Russian appropriations for navies the enormous
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and unparalleled British expenditures during the

same period which amounted to more than those

of France and Russia combined. The following

tables indicate the comparative naval expendi-

tures from 1904 to 1914:
34

France £161,721,387

Russia .£144,246,513

£305,967,900

Germany £185,205,164

Austria-Hungary . . .£ 50,692,814 £235,897,978

Excess of France and Russia for 10

years £ 70,069,922

During the same period the British

naval expenditure was £351,916,576

Many critics will cite the remarkable German

successes in the World War as proof that Ger-

many was more adequately prepared than any

other European state, and that Repington was

notoriously wrong in his estimate of the German

army. No one realizes better than the writer the

fact that the mere counting of noses or the foot-

ing up of expenditures does not constitute a final

and complete statement of the military fitness or

preparations of a modern state. But they do

prove that, as far as drafting a nation's man

power and draining a nation's pecuniary re-

sources for war preparations are concerned, the

Entente efforts were far in excess of those of
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Germany and Austria. What the German sue- »

cesses proved was that Germany was more em- i

cient than the other states in this field of en- t

deavor and got more for her money. There was |

i

not the same amount of graft that there was in 1

France, and, particularly, Russia. The German 1

successes were also in part due to the unexpected 1

ease with which the Belgian forts yielded to

modern heavy artillery, and to the strategic '

value of von Hindenburg's unique knowledge of

the East Prussian area where he dealt the Rus-
sians the decisive blow that saved Germany in '

1914.
I

A common argument brought up by those !

i

who admit the superiority of preparations for '

war on the part of the Entente as compared to
j

-

Germany and Austria is that if the German
]

preparations were inferior to those of her

enemies, at least she was responsible for the ag- i

gressive system and military tradition in the

western world. One could trace primary re-

sponsibility for militarism in one period or an-

other back to the ancient Assyrians and earlier.

As Fyffe has shown, the modern Prussian mili-

tary system was developed following 1806 as

a defense against Napoleon. It was kept
alive from 1815 to 1866 chiefly through the auto-

cratic and reactionary policy of Metternich and
his successors who refused to sanction a pacific

union of the German states and forced Bismarck
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into the policy of union through "blood and

iron." At the time of the War of 1870 it was

the almost universal opinion of historical and

military experts that the second French Empire

was the chief concrete embodiment of the mili-

tary tradition and procedure.
35 It was the

French insistence upon war in 1870 which en-

abled Bismarck to carry out his forceful policy in

the way of unifying the German Empire through

a victorious war against France in 1870-71.30

Even if it were to be admitted, though it is ob-

viously untrue, that it was German militarism

prior to 1910 which forced France and Russia

into their extensive preparations, it might be held

with equal validity that it was the militarism of

Austria, and the Second Empire in France which

produced the Prussian military preparations of

1860-71. The practice of military conscription

originated in the French Revolution,
37 but the

system of extensive armaments cannot be said to

be the invention of any single modern power.

Specifically, the greatest incentives to the exten-

sive military preparations on the part of the

European powers before the War were the re-

venge aspirations of France, Germany's fear

of being encircled, and. the frequently recur-

ring imperialistic crises. Second to these three

major motives was the Russian desire for a

strong army and navy which would enable her

ultimately to control the Near East.38
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Nothing could be more absurd than to hold
that it was Germany which forced the system of
universal military service upon Europe. As the

|

French writer, Gustave Dupin, has correctly and
courageously stated :

3Sa

There are three important facts which we must re-
'

call to ourselves unless we are to lay ourselves open to

the charge of not having approached the study of the

causes and responsibilities of the last war with adequate
candor: (1) It is we French who have contributed to

Europe the practice of conscription (Law of the 18

Fructidor, Year VI)
; (2) it is we French who have in-

augurated the system of universal and obligatory mili-

tary service, without exemptions or exceptions (Law of
j

27 July, 1872) ; (3) it is we French who have brought
into existence the latest development and, in conjunc-
tion with our English allies, have imported tens of !

thousands of colored troops for service in Europe.

Those who plead for Germany and her justi- !

fication of a large army are certainly correct in 11

their contention that the German geographical 1

position was unique in that she was surrounded I

by powerful enemies who could combine over- c

whelming odds against her on both land and sea. 1

And, as we shall see later, the events of the sum-
mer of 1914 proved that she was correct in con-
tending that she was subject to a very real danger 1

of attack by these encircling powers. No one !

could be more contemptuous of the military

system than the present writer, but ft is difficult



THE BACKGROUND OF THE WAR 63

to see how any fair-minded student of the situa-

tion can deny that Germany possessed better

reasons for desiring a large army for protection

than any other major European state—a fact

freely admitted by Lloyd George in his famous

interview of January 1, 1914.

There was certainly as much justification for

German militarism as for English navalism, for

the Germans were as much in jeopardy from

land attacks as England was from sea power.

But the German militarism never approximated

the proportions of British navalism. The Brit-

ish desired a navy twice the size of her nearest

contender or as large as that of her two nearest

rivals. Germany's army was smaller than that

of either France or Russia, though by English

naval precedents she would have been justified in

maintaining an army as large as that of Russia

and France combined. The "encirclement" con-

ception was not a myth concocted in Germany,

but was recognized by the most reputable of

Entente authorities. J. Holland Rose, writing

even after the World War had begun, agreed

that

:

We who live behind the rampart of the sea know but

little (save in times of panic) of the fear which besets

a state which has no natural frontiers. . . . Germany

accomplished a wonderful work in unifying her people

;

but even so she has not escaped from the disadvantages
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of her situation; by land she is easily assailable on I

three sides.

The distinguished French writer, Marcel Sem-
bat, agrees that:

The German has grown up under the overshadowing
threat of a formidable avalanche suspended over his

head; an avalanche always ready to become detached,
to roll down upon him; an avalanche of immense sav-

agery, of barbarous and brutal multitudes threatening
to cover his soil, to swallow up his civilisation and his

society.

Sir Thomas Barclay, an ardent exponent of the
Anglo-French Entente, frankly admitted that:

Wedged in between France and Russia, with England
dominating all her issues to the outer world, her fron-
tiers open to all the political winds that blow, Germany
has a geographical position which forces her statesmen 1

to listen with an anxious car to any movements, proj-
ects, or combinations of her neighbors.

In the light of these facts and the great armies of
France and Russia the German precautions in
the way of military preparedness tend to appear,
in a quantitative sense, at least, careless and in-

(

adequate almost to the point of levity. 39

Again, some writers have recently maintained
that even though France and Russia precipitated
the World War, the situation which enabled them
to do so was one which was forced upon them
1))' the German military increases provided in the
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army bill of 1913. The assumption is that

Germany initiated this policy of great military

increases just before the War, and that the other

states unwillingly followed her merely in terror-

stricken self-defense. As an actual matter of

fact no one country was solely responsible for

the great increases in military preparations in

1913-14. They grew out of the general feeling

of uneasiness and tension generated by the Bal-

kan wars and near eastern difficulties. Indeed,

the French bill providing for the great increases

in the French army was framed before the French

knew the terms of the German bill and was in-

troduced in the Chamber of Deputies before the

comparable German bill was introduced in the

Reichstag, though the German bill was actually

passed before the French bill. One of the

strongest factors in leading the French to the

army increases of 1913 was the insistence of

Izvolski that the French revive the three-year

service practice to forward the war plans of Poin-

care and himself.
40

The salient facts in regard to the French and

German army bills of 1913 have been well sum-

marized by Professor Fay in the New Republic

for January 6, 1920:

We are still too apt to accept the old myths. For

instance, an editorial in the New York Times of Decem-

ber 14, commenting on Marx's article (in Foreign Af-

fairs for January, 1926), indicated that it was Ger-
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many's fault—German sabre-rattling—which changed
the situation for the worse in the two years before the

War. It implies that the French army law introduc-

ing the three-year service "passed by the Chamber of

Deputies on July 9, 1913," was in consequence of, and
in reply to, "the fact that in March, 1913, the Bundes-
rat approved a bill adopted in the Reichstag on May 1,

raising the peace effectives of the German Army from
544,000 men to somewhere between 835,000 and 875,000
men." In reality the new French Army Law was an-

nounced in the Temps of February IT, 1913, discussed

by Izvolski in a despatch of February 27, and laid be-

fore the Chamber of Deputies on March 10—eighteen

days before the German law was laid before the Reich-

stag on March 28. In both countries there were some
newspaper guesses concerning new military laws prior

to these dates, but it is almost certain that neither was
the French military increase caused by the German,
nor vice versa. In both countries the increase of arma-
ments originated with the increasing suspicion and po-

litical tension growing out of the Balkan crisis.

VI. THE GREAT ALLIANCES

Unquestionably one of the chief diplomatic

causes of the World War was the existence of the

great counter-alliances that had come into be-

ing between 1878 and 1914. Ostensibly planned
in the interests of defense and peace, they
actually produced suspicion, fear and aggression.

A forceful exposition of the part played by these

alliances in producing the political and psycho-



THE BACKGROUND OF THE WAR 67

logical background of the War is contained in

the following citation from Professor Schmitt:
41

The causes of the great war have been analyzed from

many points of view. The explanation usually offered

is the vaulting ambition of this or that great power,

Germany being most often selected as the offender.

Persons internationally minded insist that rabid na-

tionalism was a universal disease and draw vivid pictures

of the European anarchy. The pacifist points to the

bloated armaments, and the Socialist can see only the

conflict of rival imperialisms. Facts galore can be

cited in support of each thesis. Yet no one of these ex-

planations is entirely satisfactory, or the lot of them

taken together. Why should the different kinds of

dynamite explode simultaneously in August, 1914?

Why, for instance, should a war break out between

Great Britain and Germany at a moment when their

disputes were seemingly on the verge of adjustment?

There must have been some connecting link which acted

as a chain of powder between the various accumulations

of explosive material. And so there was ; as one peruses

the innumerable memoirs by politicians, soldiers and

sailors, from the German Emperor to obscure diplo-

matists, or tries to digest the thousands of documents

published since 1918 fom the German, Austrian, Ser-

bian, Russian, French, Belgian and British archives, the

conviction grows that it was the schism of Europe in

Triple Alliance and Triple Entente which fused the

various quarrels and forces into one gigantic struggle

for the balance of power; and the war came in 1914

because then, for the first time, the lines were sharply
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drawn between the two rival groups, and neither could

yield on the Serbian issue without seeing the balance

pass definitely to the other side.

It would be misleading and unfair, however, to

regard the Triple Alliance and the Triple En-
tente as equally vigorous in 1914 and as equally

a menace to the peace of Europe. The Triple

Alliance of Germany, Austria and Italy had been
formed by 1882. It possessed some degree of

strength and unity up to 1900, when Italy began
negotiations with France that ended in a secret

agreement in 1902 which meant for practical

purposes the withdrawal of Italy from the Triple

Alliance, though after 1910 the Italian Foreign
Minister, the Marquis of San Giuliano, made a

vain effort to revive Italian ardor. From 1908

onward Austria also became more and more of

a liability to Germany by her truculent atti-

tude towards Serbia. Several times the Austrian

aggressiveness provoked tension between Ber-
lin and Vienna, and in 1914 it was the Austrian
initiative which dragged Germany into disaster

by allowing Austria to lead her into the Franco-
Russian trap. Hence, during the decade before

the War, the Triple Alliance had become an
empty shell, inadequate even for defense.

The Triple Entente began with the Franco-
Russian Alliance cemented between 1891 and
1894 under the direction of Freycinet. Bis-

marck had negotiated a re-insurance treaty with
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Russia, but the Kaiser allowed it to lapse. This

left Russia free to be exploited by France, and

Freycinet was quick to seize the opportunity.

This loss of Russia was probably the chief diplo-

matic blunder of the Kaiser's regime. England

and France drew together after the Fashoda

crisis of 1898, and, by the time of the second

Morocco crisis, presented a united front against

Germany. This Anglo-French Entente was

carefully nursed through by Delcasse. In 1907

England and Russia patched up their long-

standing dispute over the Near East by dividing

Persia between them, and the Triple Entente had

come into being. Though both of these great

alliances were avowedly purely defensive, they

were, as Professors Dickinson, Gooch and

Schmitt have indicated, in reality a menace to

the peace of Europe, for when any major crisis

presented itself neither organization could well

back down without losing some prestige.

Two of the leading "bitter-enders" and "straw-

clutchers," Bernadotte Schmitt and Heinrich

Kanner, have assumed to discover a dark plot

against the peace of Europe in a secret military

convention, alleged to have been concluded be-

tween von Moltke, the German Chief of Staff,

and Conrad von Hotzendorf , the Austrian Chief

of Staff, early in 1909. This exchange of let-

ters is held by these writers to have superseded

the formal diplomatic alliance and to have been
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much more dangerous to European peace than
the Poincare-Izvolski arrangements of 1912-14.

Professor Fay and Count Montgelas have re-

cently riddled this "Schmitt-Kanner Myth," and
have shown it to have no substantial foundation
in fact.

42

VII. GERMANY AND THE HAGUE
CONFERENCES

In this connection, one should consider the

matter of the attitude of Germany at the Hague
Conferences. Writers with a strong anti-Ger-

man bias have contended that it was Germany
and Germany alone which prevented the Hague
Conferences from bringing about universal

European disarmament and compulsory arbitra-

tion of all international disputes. 1
' In reality

northing of the sort was the case. Germany cer-

tainly did not conduct herself during the Hague
Conferences as an outspoken supporter of either

disarmament or general arbitration, but her con-
duct in this respect was certainly no worse than
that of either France or England. The Ger-
mans at the Hague were simply more honest in

expressing their opinions, and, hence, in a diplo-
matic sense, just that much more incompetent.
The Russian proposals for disarmament at the

first conference were not made in good faith. As
Count Witte has confessed, the Russian proposal
that the peace strength of the various European
armies should not be increased for five years was
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basic to his scheme of a continental alliance of

France, Germany and Russia against England.

He felt that such an alliance would enable the

continental powers to save the money expended

for arms to protect themselves against each other

and they would thus be able to construct a joint

navy capable of contending against that of Great

Britain. The first great extension of Russian

naval preparations actually came in 1898. There

was also a special reason for the Russian pro-

posal in 1899, namely, the fact that Russia did

not possess resources to match the proposed Aus-

trian increase in artillery. Further, the Russian

proposal for army limitation made an exception

of the Russian colonial troops, thus making the

proposal unacceptable to any of the other powers.

Instead of Germany alone opposing the Russian

plan, all the other members voted against the

Russian representative. Great Britain, led by

Sir John Fisher, resolutely refused to accept any

proposal for naval limitations; and, while the

first Hague Conference was still sitting, the

British admiralty requested an additional appro-

priation of approximately twenty-five million

pounds for the completion of new warships. At

the second Hague Conference the matter of dis-

armament was not seriously discussed, its in-

troduction having been opposed strenuously by

both Germany and France.44 The humanita-'

rian movement in England forced the English



72 GENESIS OF TH E W ORLD WAR

leaders to bring up the matter of disarmament,

but it was tabled without a vote.

As to the relation of Germany to the proposals

for arbitration at the Hague Conferences, Ger-
many ultimately withdrew her opposition to the

proposal of a permanent court of arbitration,

though she did oppose making arbitration obli-

gatory. At the second Hague Conference

Germany had special reason for being opposed to

compulsory arbitration as England had refused

to abide by the terms of the Anglo-German arbi-

tration treaty of 1904. As a literal matter of

fact the international prize court, which was the

main achievement in the matter of arbitration

at the second Hague Conference, was really the

product of the cooperative endeavor of Eng-
land and Germany. Further, it must be remem-
bered that the proposals for arbitration in the

Hague Conferences were not such as involved

the compulsory arbitration of the major causes

of war. The compulsory clauses were to apply

only to legal disputes, and in no sense to politi-

cal disputes which usually constitute the occa-

sion of war. The most that can be said against

the Germans at the Hague is that diplomatically

speaking they were extremely stupid to go on

record as opposing the irrelevant arbitration

proposals. These meant nothing anyway, but

by taking a public stand against them the Ger-
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mans put at the disposal of their enemies mate-

rial which seemed extremely damaging to their

pacific claims when maliciously distorted by

Entente propagandists.

Hence, it will quickly be seen that the common

allegation that Germany's action at the Hague

Conferences was mainly responsible for the per-

petuation of the military system in Europe is

pure nonsense. Germany was no more opposed

to the plan for limiting land armament than was

France. England remained unalterably opposed

to the proposals for the protection of commerce

and the immunity of private property at sea, the

absence of which was believed by the United

States and other powers to be the chief reason for

the existence and expansion of naval armament.

In the very year of the second Hague Con-

ference England and Russia were parcelling out

Persia between them and cementing the Triple

Entente. In the two years before 1907 England

had, during the first Morocco crisis, aligned her-

self with France. In the light of these circum-

stances it was scarcely to be expected that Ger-

many would show any great enthusiasm for a pro-

posal of limitation of armaments which did not

carry with it adequate guarantees of safety.

The charge of encirclement seemed vindicated as

never before in 1907. 45

In short, the Russian proposals for armament
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limitation were not made in good faith, but were

a piece of selfish and temporizing Russian strat-

egy ; the arbitration proposals in no sense covered

the basic causes of war; Germany was no more

opposed to limitation of land armament than

France, though she had far greater need of ex-

tensive preparations; England was unalterably

opposed to any naval limitation; and Germany
took as prominent a part as any major European

state in bringing about such achievements in arbi-

tration as were secured at the Hague Confer-

ences.
46

VIII. PRE-WAR DIPLOMACY TO 1912

1. The Franco-Prussian War

All discussions of the diplomatic background

of the World War must necessarily begin with

reference to the Franco-Prussian War of 1870

and its aftermath, as the French desire for re-

venge and the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine is ad-

mitted by all competent students to have been

the most powerful and persistent single force

in keeping Europe in a continual state of an-

ticipation of, and preparation for, war. As
Ewart has well said on this point

:

47

Not France only, but all Europe, kept in mind, be-

tween 1871 and 1914, with varying intensity, the pros-

pect—one might say the assumed certainty—of the re-

currence of the Franco-Prussian war. Every change in

the European situation raised apprehension of its im-
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minence, and the most important of the international

occurrences had direct reference to its anticipated ar-

rival. If, for example, we were to select from Bis-

marck's foreign policy his principal purpose, it would

be that France should be kept isolated; while, on the

other hand, the endeavor of French statesmen (gener-

ally speaking) was to secure alliances without which

France would be helpless. For forty-three years, Ger-

many and France believed that the fate of Alsace-

Lorraine would be settled by war (they still think so)

and both countries arranged for the struggle as best

they could, by alliances, by understandings, and by

military preparations.

We do not have space now to go into the prob-

lem of the responsibility for the Franco-Prussian

War, but it should be pointed out here that no

informed scholar in any country, not even ex-

cepting France, holds to the conventional no-

tion that it was forced by the brutal Prussian

bullying of a weaker and pacific state.
4S Writ-

ing in the Saturday Evening Post for October

24, 1914, Clemenceau frankly admitted that:

In 1870 Napoleon III, in a moment of folly, declared

war on Germany without even having the excuse of mil-

itary preparedness. No true Frenchman has ever hesi-

tated to admit that the wrongs of that day were com-

mitted by our side. Dearly have we paid for them.

France had invited war even before Bis-

marck published the condensed "Ems telegram."
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Again, in 1870 France was a much larger, sup-

posedly more powerful, and more militaristic

state than Prussia and the French leaders ex-

pected an easy victory. The public opinion of

both Great Britain and the United States was
overwhelmingly on the side of Prussia, and be-

lieved the Prussian victory was a salutary rebuke
to military autocracy and aggression. 49

2. Alsace-Lorraine

The annexation of Alsace-Lorraine by Ger-
many after the war has proved disastrous to

both Germany and Europe, but it was only the

natural outcome of events. Nations, particu-

larly victorious nations, have never yet guided
their conduct on the basis of the ultimate good
of mankind, and certainly the terms of the peace
of 1871 were most magnanimous to France as

compared to the terms imposed by France upon
Germany in 1919. The greater part of Alsace
and Lorraine had originally been German ter-

ritory, wrested from her by force by the French.
Neutral opinion at the time agreed that Ger-
many would be foolish not to take advantage of
the situation to rectify her frontiers and protect

herself against the further aggression of France,
though many European statesmen recognized the

danger to the future peace of Europe inherent
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in the probable undying ambition of the French

for revenge.
50 The latter were right ; the Alsace-

Lorraine problem blocked every move for suc-

cessful rapprochement between France and

Germany after 1870. Not even men like Cail-

laux were able to overcome the French lust for

retaliation. It became a veritable obsession with

Deroulede and his followers after 1871, and later

with men like Foch and Poincare who came into

control of French policy after 1912. Foch con-

fesses that:
51

From the age of 17, I dreamed of revenge, after hav-

ing seen the Germans at Metz. And when a man of

ordinary capacity concentrates all of his faculties and

all of his abilities upon one end, and works without

diverging, he ought to be successful.

Poincare himself stated in an address to univer-

sity students

:

C2

When I descended from my metaphysical clouds 1

could discover no other reason why my generation

should go on living except for the hope of recovering

our lost provinces.

Of all the underlying political and diplomatic

causes of the World War the French hope of

avenging 1870 must be held to be, beyond all

comparison, the most important. Next to it

came the Russian ambition for the Straits.
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3. The Near East

The other main root of the War lay in the

near eastern problem. From the time of Cather-

ine the Great, Russia had entertained an ambi-
tion to control Constantinople and the Straits

in order to have a warm-water port and an un-

restricted naval outlet on the Mediterranean;

After the conquest of India the interest of Eng-
land in the Near East enormously increased, as

the country which was ascendant in Asia Minor
and Mesopotamia was a potential menace to

British India. This British sensitiveness to near

eastern developments was still further intensified

by the British occupation of Egypt following

the '70's. Russia and England became tradi-

tional enemies over the near eastern issue, fight-

ing the Crimean War over this and nearly com- i

ing into armed conflict again in 1878. At the

very close of the nineteenth century Germany
j

became a factor in the Near East with the suc-

cessful inauguration of her plan to build a railway

to the Persian Gulf and exploit Mesopotamia.53
j

Though instigated by Cecil Rhodes, this alarmed
Great Britain, paralleling as it did the German I

commercial rivalry and the beginnings of the

German navy; and, when Holstein persuaded
i

Biilow to reject the British proposals for an ade-
j

quate understanding with Germany, 54 Great
Britain suppressed her ancient hatred for Rus- '
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sia and came to a temporary agreement over the

Near East in the partition of Persia in 1907. 55

Germany in the meantime continued her work on

the Bagdad railroad and became the most influ-

ential of the great powers at Constantinople. 56

This greatly excited Izvolski, Sazonov and

other Russian expansionists, who entertained an

ardent hope of ultimately securing control of

the Straits. Poincare and the French mili-

tarists were able to exploit this Russian fear in

return for Russian sympathy with the cause of

the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine. After 1909,

Austria had little or no economic or imperialistic

interest in the Near East. Her program only

involved preserving order among the diverse

nationalities inhabiting her polyglot empire, thus

maintaining the political integrity of the Dual

Monarchy. This included the repression of the

Jugo-Slav nationalistic movement in so far as it

threatened the existence of Austria-Hungary.

Germany supported her in the moderate phases

of this policy, for Austria-Hungary was essential

to Germany as her only strong ally and as a link

in the territory keeping open the Bagdad rail-

road. Austrian antipathy towards the Jugo-

slavs gave Russia an ever-present excuse for

alertness in the Balkans as the assumed protector

of all Slavic peoples, though she never hesitated

to betray them (as in 1908 and 1911) when her

interests dictated such action. Russia was active
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in forming the Balkan League in 1912. In

November, 1912, Poincare gave Russia a free

hand in the Balkans, promising aid in the event

of war. After 1912 Russia initiated a system-

atic program of encouraging leading Serbian

statesmen and plotters to keep alive the intrigues

against Austria. 57

Between 1912 and 1914 the earlier Russian

aspiration merely to secure unimpeded use of the

Straits for her warships and commerce was trans-
j

formed into a determination to get actual con-

trol of the Straits through an occupation of this

area.
{

4. Morocco

Added to Alsace-Lorraine and the Near East
j
a

as major factors in the diplomatic background i

of the War was the Morocco question. Entente ,

j

propagandists have represented this as a situa-

tion where, in 1905 and 1911, the Kaiser brought

Europe to the verge of war through wanton

and illegal bullying of France. In reality

Biilow merely insisted in 190:5 that France could !

not proceed with the disposition of northern

Africa without submitting the question to an •

international conference. 58 Ewart has effec- 1

tively disposed of the allegation of Thayer and
|

Bishop that President Roosevelt forced the

Kaiser to accept the Algeciras settlement, as
j

well as of Count Witte's palpable fabrication
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that it was he who persuaded the Kaiser to ac-

cept this solution.
59 Even Poincare has ad-

mitted that it was Germany who forced France

to accept the submission of the problem to the

concert of Europe. In 1911 Germany inter-

vened to get compensation for French advances

into Africa and to weaken Anglo-French rela-

tions. Erudite German writers, such as Mont-

gelas, do not attempt to defend all the details of

German diplomacy in the Morocco crises, but we
may admit with Ewart that, in the major issues

involved, both moral and legal rights were very

distinctly on the side of Germany: 60

Germany was within her rights in insisting in 1905

upon a reference of her dispute with France concerning

Morocco to an international conference. President

I Roosevelt was of that opinion. He warmly congratu-

lated the Kaiser on his success in that regard. And
the result of the proceedings of the conference—the act

of Algeciras—was to a large extent a declaration in

favor of the German contention for international

equality in Morocco, and a denial of the claim of France

and Spain to exclusive domination.

French and Spanish military operations in 1911 were

subversive of the chief principle of the act of Algeciras,

namely, "the sovereignty and independence of his

majesty, the sultan." France so regarded the Spanish

actions, and Spain so regarded the French. Germany,

as a party to the act, was within her rights in objecting

to these proceedings.
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In some ways Great Britain emerges with the

least credit from the Morocco crises. In 1905,

without consulting Germany, she made a secret

treaty with France, giving the latter a free hand

in Morocco, and she exhibited, particularly in

1911, an unwarranted and gratuitous bellicosity

towards Germany which did much to alarm the

latter and increase the European tension.
01

Much has been made by some writers of the

alleged national insult to France in a specific

German demand for the resignation of the anti-

German minister Delcasse in 1905. As a matter

of fact, the German suggestion was an indirect

and quasi-official one, and the result of coopera-

tion with Rouvier and the French opponents of

the bellicose policies of Delcasse. 02 In his recent

defense of himself in Foreign Affairs for Octo-

ber, 1925, Poincare makes a dramatic reference

to France's signing the treaty of November 4,

1911, concerning Morocco, "under the very can-

non of the Panther." It so happens that the

Panther was an insignificant little German gun-

boat carrying a crew of 125 men—about as much
of a ship of war as the Kaiser's private yacht.

Poincare apparently fails to see that it is chiefly

a reflection upon French policy if France had to

be kept up to her treaty obligations concerning

Morocco by even a symbolic show of German
naval power.

The Morocco crisis of 1911 markedly increased
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the European unrest. The French jingo press

capitalized the alleged French "defeat" and used

it to discredit Caillaux and the friends of peace

in France. Germany was alarmed by the atti-

tude of England and regarded encirclement by

the Entente as now complete.63

IX. GENERAL DEVELOPMENTS, 1908-1914

The years from 1908 to 1914 were ominous

ones for the future of Europe.64 We have al-

ready mentioned the second Morocco crisis and

the tension in the Near East caused by the Berlin-

Bagdad railroad. In September, 1908, at Buch-

lau, Izvolski, then Russian Foreign Minister,

and Count Aehrenthal, the Austrian Foreign

Minister, secretly agreed that Austria should an-

nex the two Serb provinces of Bosnia and Herze-

govina, in return for which Austria was to sup-

port the Russians in securing from Turkey the

freedom of the Straits. Aehrenthal, urged on by

Burian and the Turkish Revolution, forthwith

annexed these provinces, thus enraging the Ser-

bians, while Great Britain blocked the Russian

plan in regard to the Straits, to the exasperation

of Izvolski.
65 The latter, after more fruitless

negotiation, decided that Russia could gain her

objective only by a general European war, and

he set to work to bring into being those forces and

circumstances which actually precipitated the

World War in the summer of 1914. He secured
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the appointment as Russian Ambassador to

France, and was soon in collaboration with the

French Revanchards led by Delcasse, Poincare,

Jonnart and the military clique.""

His two intimates in diplomatic collusion were s

Poincare and Delcasse. The former was born
in Lorraine, and his one life-long obsession, like i

that of Foch, was the recovery of Alsace- 1

Lorraine from Germany. 67 Poincare and Izvol- I

ski decided that their joint program—the Rus- s

sian seizure of the Straits and the French re- i

covery of Alsace-Lorraine—could be realized

only by war, and they came to the conclusion that

the Balkans were the most favorable area in

which to foment or seize upon a crisis suitable for a

provoking the desired conflict. Poincare gave (

Russia a free hand in the Balkans, provided he s

have general supervisory control to see that

France would not be involved in a way which il

would not advance the recovery of Alsace- i

Lorraine, and Izvolski obtained large sums of

money from Russia to bribe the French press to

print such news, articles and editorials as would \

convince the French people that they possessed a

grave concern and vital interest in Balkan prob-
lems. This money was distributed to the French

I

papers under the direction of Poincare, Tardieu,
Berthelot and others. Izvolski also secured
financial aid for the campaign of Poincare for the

j

French presidency in 19 12.
68
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The Balkan Wars of 1912-13 created great

uneasiness throughout Europe, and were the

chief factor in promoting the great military and

naval increases of 1913-14. There was a war

scare throughout Europe. The anti-Austrian

feeling in Serbia grew. Austria was twice pre-

vented from attacking Serbia by German and

Italian opposition. Poincare expressed great

disappointment about the relative lack of Rus-

sian concern over this fact. But the Russians

were not asleep. On December 8, 1913, Sazo-

nov informed the Tsar that the Russian ambi-

tions in regard to the Straits could only be re-

alized by a European war. In December, 1913

and February, 1914, the Russians held Crown

Councils in which they debated the wisdom of

suddenly pouncing upon Constantinople and

risking the consequences. They concluded that

it would be best to await the outbreak of a world

war which they believed imminent. In the late

spring of 1914 Great Britain and Russia began

negotiations for joint naval action, and the Rus-

sians proudly boasted that they were ready for

war.69

The setting was, thus, ideal for the precipita-

tion of a general European conflagration, and it

was in this atmosphere that the Serbian fanatics

laid the plot for the assassination of the Arch-

duke Franz Ferdinand, which was executed on

June 28, 1914. 70 The only ray of hope on the
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horizon was the successful Anglo-German nego-
tiations over the Bagdad railroad, which were i

concluded in June, 1914, and brought better re- J

lations between these two states than had pre- fl

viously existed since 1901. 71 But before this 1

could bear any fruit, Grey had allowed Britain
|

I

1

to be drawn into the conflict to pull the Franco-
Russian chestnuts out of the fire.

72

Ewart presents the following admirable sum-
mary of the nature and outcome of the system of

European international relations from 1870-
1914: 73

Alsace-Lorraine was the cause of the maze of military

combinations and counter-combinations which had per-
"

plexed European diplomats for over forty years. Dur-
1

ing the latest ten, reasons for anxiety had rapidly ac-
^

cumulated; the combinations had hardened; the work
of the diplomats had become more difficult, more com- !

»

plicated, more continuous, more urgent; the general i

staffs of the allied nations, in conference with each
|

1

othei-, had diligently elaborated their plans of cam- s

paign
; every year had witnessed an increased cxpendi-

i

ture upon war preparations, of many millions of money

;

almost every year had witnessed a narrow avoidance of '

hostilities; no effort had been made, by removal of

fundamental disagreements, to escape from the ever-

quickening rapids which were certain to tumble into

maelstrom; indeed, well-informed statesmen knew that

many of the international rivalries could not be peace-

ably adjusted; all were well aware that some incident

might at any moment produce general war.
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Before we pass on to the assassination of

Archduke Franz Ferdinand, we must, however,

devote a separate chapter to the details of the

collusion between Izvolski and Poincare from

1912 to 1914, as this is by all odds the most im-

portant phase of the genesis of the World War.

X. CONCLUSIONS

(1) The whole question of the responsibility

for the World War and the antecedent diplo-

macy must be reexamined in the light of the new

documentary evidence which has recently been

made available by the publication of the material

in the Foreign Offices of Austria, Germany and

Russia.

(2) It is generally assumed that Germany not

only deliberately provoked the World War in

1914, but was also responsible for the system of

arrogant nationalism, imperialism, armament and

secret diplomacy that predisposed Europe to war

in the generation prior to 1914.

(3) The chief factors which inclined Europe

towards war from 1870 to 1914 were economic

rivalry, nationalism and patriotism, extensive

armaments on land and water, and secret alli-

ances.

(4) Germany was inseparably involved in this

system of European relations, but was certainly

no worse in any respect than the others. Eco-
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nomic rivalry was chiefly Anglo-German, was in-

evitable, and in no way involved direct war
guilt. German patriotism was no more highly

developed or obtrusive than that of France or

Italy. Germany was far inferior to France and
Russia in regard to land armament, and equally

inferior to England in naval preparations. The
German navy was never any real menace to

Great Britain's naval supremacy, and, more than

a year before the War broke out, the two coun-

tries had arrived at a working arrangement as

to future building plans. Germany did not in-

itiate the system of compulsory universal mili-

tary service, actually introduced by France in

1872. Nor was she responsible for the French
Army Bill of 1913.

(5) The chief roots of the War in diplomatic

tension were Alsace-Lorraine and the French re-

venge aspirations, the Near East, and Morocco.

(6) The Franco-Prussian War was desired

by both France and Prussia. France desired it

to bolster up the fortunes of the Bonapartist

dynasty, and Bismarck wished it to forward the

cause of German unity. The opinion of the

neutral world was heavily on the side of Prussia.

The War left a fatal desire for revenge on the

part of France, which remained to 1914 the main
obstacle to European amity and the chief menace
to the continuance of peace.

(7) German progress in the Near East
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alarmed England and Russia, and led them to

bury their ancient rivalries and form a combina-

tion against Germany. Germany and England,

however, arrived at a satisfactory diplomatic

settlement of their near eastern problems in June ;

1914, but it was too late to keep England from

joining France and Russia in the World War.

Russia realized that she could oust Germany

from her control of Turkey only by a general

European war in which Germany would be de-

feated.

( 8 ) In the Morocco crises Germany was in the

right legally and morally, but sadly bungled

matters in diplomatic procedure. The chief dis-

astrous result was that the German diplomacy

aided the French militarists and chauvinists in

driving Caillaux and the pacific French group

from office and led to the substitution of the ag-

gressive anti-German and revenge clique headed

by Poincare, Delcasse, Millerand, Jonnart, Pale-

ologue and the Cambons.

(9) In the Hague Conferences Germany was

no more opposed to the vital proposals as to dis-

armament than France or England. She took

as active a part as any country in bringing about

the constructive achievements of the Confer-

ences, but by foolishly going on record against

the irrelevant arbitration proposals she put at the

disposal of her enemies a powerful instrument in

propaganda.
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(10) The years from 1908 to 1914 were
threatening ones for the peace of Europe. Iz-

volski was blocked in his plan to open the Straits

by diplomatic means, and was convinced that a

European war must be provoked. In 1912 he
was joined in this program by Raymond Poin-
care as Prime Minister of France. Sazonov was
converted to the scheme at the end of 1913, and
before June, 1914, it was practically assured that

Great Britain would enter any war on the side of

France and Russia against Germany. An inci-

dent was awaited in the Balkans which would
serve as an adequate excuse for war. Meanwhile
Franco-Russian military preparations pro-

ceeded, and the French republic was prepared for

war over the Balkans by a press bribed with Rus-
sian gold.
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CHAPTER III

THE FRANCO-RUSSIAN PLOT THAT
PRODUCED THE W A R

I. "TWO HEADS ARE BETTER THAN one"

In a remarkable article in the New York TiDies

Current History Magazine for November, 1925,

Professor Sidney B. Fay describes the plan to

assassinate the Archduke in Bosnia as "The

Black Hand Plot that Led to the World War."
While agreeing entirely with Professor Pay in

his interpretation of the Serbian responsibility

for the assassination of Franz Ferdinand, the

present writer believes that behind the local plot

to assassinate a member of the Austrian royal

family there was a much larger and more far-

reaching plot, without which the murder of June

28, 1914, could never have brought about the

World War. This was the plot carefully laid

and elaborated by Alexander Petrovitch Izvol-

ski and Raymond Poincare between 1912 and

1914, on the basis of Izvolski's previous schemes

and machinations.

We have already pointed out how Izvolski in

1908 treacherously betrayed the Serbians by sug-

gesting that Austria annex Bosnia and Herze-
96
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govina in return for Austrian support of the

Russian plan to open the Straits. We indicated

that Izvolski was blocked in this plan by the

evasive opposition of England to Russian access

to the Straits. Foiled in this first plan to secure

the chief object of his Politik, Izvolski turned to

the scheme he brought to success in the summer

of 1914, namely, using the Balkan situation as

the basis for European complications which
1 would secure the Straits for Russia. He made a

speech to the Russian Duma urging the federa-

tion of the Balkan states, and immediately put

himself behind the Greater Serbia movement. 1

In December, 1909, he proposed a secret military

treaty with Bulgaria, the fifth article of which

declared that :

2

The realization of the high ideals of the Slav peoples

in the Balkan peninsula, which are so close to Russia's

heart, is only possible after a fortunate issue of the

struggle of Russia with Germany and Austria-Hungary.

On September 28, 1910, Izvolski resigned as

Russian Foreign Minister and became the Rus-
sian Ambassador to Paris. Many have regarded

this as a sign of his displacement as the leader

of Russian foreign policy. Lord Grey holds

that this fact in itself proves that Izvolski is not

to be held primarily responsible for Russian
foreign policy after 1910. We know that this

view is wholly incorrect. Izvolski was not de-
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moted or reduced in rank. As Count Muraviev, il

the distinguished Russian diplomat, explained,

Izvolski voluntarily resigned and chose the Paris
j,

portfolio because he felt that he could work better I

j,

in Paris than in St. Petersburg. "To bring the

healing crisis, to direct European politics to a

breach, can be more effectively achieved in Paris
,

than in St. Petersburg." 3 There was another

and special reason why Izvolski could do better

work in Paris than St. Petersburg after 1909,
j

namely, that his bungling of the Bosnian matter
,

had made things rather hot for him in certain
j

,

circles at the Russian capital. During the re-

mainder of 1910 and 1911 Izvolski was not able
[

to accomplish much of significance in strengthen- <

ing and Balkanizing the Franco-Russian Alli-

ance, as Caillaux and the more pacific French
j

group were still in control. But they were
j

weakened through the reaction of the second
j

Morocco crisis upon French politics, and were
j

soon to be replaced by Poincare and the military 1

clique.
4

On January 14, 1912, a revolutionary change

took place. There came to the premiership M.

Raymond Poincare, one of the ablest French-
J

men since Jules Ferry, and the man who has con- «

fessed that he could see no reason for existing
j

unless Alsace-Lorraine could be recovered,
j

knowing well that it could not be restored ex-

cept by force. Russian and French foreign pol-
,



FRANCO-RUSSIAN WAR PLOT 99

' icy had now come under the control of two men
' who espoused programs which obviously could

s only be realized as the result of a military victory

[ lover Germany and Austria-Hungary. Izvolski

e immediately noted the change in the reception

1

of his policy, and reported that he felt like a

s new man after Poincare's accession to the office

I

of Prime Minister.
5 In his apology in Foreign

r Afairs Poincare represents himself as having

disapproved of Izvolski and his policy, and in-

r
ivites his readers to consult Dr. F. Stieve's elabo-

II rate edition of Izvolski's correspondence to dis-

" cover this fact. It happens that Professor W.
e L. Langer, an expert on contemporary diplo-

" matic history, and bibliographic editor of the

very journal in which Poincare writes, has care-

fully examined this same collection, and tells us

e in the following words of the close collaboration

' of Poincare and Izvolski in preparing Russia,

e France and the Balkans for the oncoming con-

1 fiict:
6

je
But the gods were with Izvolski and against hu-

[
manity. Everything changed as in a dream when, in

|j.

1912, Poincare succeeded to the premiership. It was a

disastrous event, for Poincare, convinced of the in-

evitability of war with Germany, agreed entirely with

. Izvolski that the entente must be strengthened and that

' the central powers must be shown that the days of their

1

dictation were over. After the first conversations with

^ the new premier Izvolski felt like a new man. Life was
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once more worth living. . . . Both Poincare and Izvol-

ski were determined to succeed, and the chronicle of the

two years preceding the war is the stoiy of their victory

over all opposition. They were not particular as to

means, nor considerate of persons. Every opportunity

was seized to revivify the entente and develop it, and the

utmost care was taken to replace the European concert

by two opposing coalitions.

The story is a long one and not very edifying

Poincare seems to have disliked Izvolski personally, and

both appear to have distrusted each other. But in

political matters they made an ideal team. There was

no divergence in their views. And so they were able to

cooperate, supporting and assisting each other in the

attainment of the "great solution." Together they in-

trigued against the pacific French ambassador of St

Petersburg, Georges Louis, and Russian funds were put

at the disposal of Poincare and Klotz to enable them to

silence the opposition and even to bring about Poin

care's election as president. And where they could not

cooperate, they supplemented each other. It was Poin

care's opposition that wrecked the agreement between

England and Germany and it was Poincare who effected

the naval arrangement between England and Russia in

1914, after Izvolski had brought about the Russian

French naval pact in 1912.

The same impression of Poincare's enthusi-|

astic cooperation with Izvolski was also carried
j

away by the distinguished Russian scholar, Baron

Serge Korff, from his careful reading of the

Livre Noir: 7
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We find new light thrown upon the pre-war attitude

of France, strangely but constantly connected with one

big name—Poincare. Pichon, Barthou and many other

familiar names are frequently mentioned, but none

seems to have played any such prominent role in the

building up and strengthening of the Franco-Russian

alliance as Poincare; and besides, with a very evident

object—steady preparation for the coming conflict with

Germany. The reader will put aside this volume with

the inevitable conviction that Poincare long before 1914

had one idea on his mind, the war with Germany. . . .

These documents give a most vivid picture of the

French pressure exerted on Russia with that one object

I

in view, a war with Germany. At times the Russians

were even losing patience with the French, so little did

";he latter mind the Russian interests; they were willing

o lend the Russians money, but only on condition that

Russia would increase her army and build new strategic,

out otherwise quite useless, railways.

Even Professor Bernadotte E. Schmitt, one

jf the most ardently pro-Entente of our students

jf contemporary European diplomacy, would

really assign to Poincare the dominant part in

;he strengthening of Franco-Russian relations

jetween 1912 and 1914. He writes on this sub-

ject:
8

The credit belongs in the first instance to M. Ray-

nond Poincare, who became Premier of France in

January, 1912. Under his masterly care, Franco-

Russian relations, which had become somewhat tenuous,

vhile one ally was absorbed in Morocco and the other
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in Persia and the Far East, were soon exhibiting the

closest harmony. In the liquidation of the Tripolitan

war and throughout the Balkan wars, Paris and St.

Petersburg devised and applied a common policy,

carrying London with them if possible. M. Poin-

care repeatedly assured Izvolsky, now Ambassador to

France, that the republic would fulfil all the obligations

of the alliance; Izvolsky took the Paris press into pay

to create a sentiment for Russia and to strengthen the

position of the Premier whom he recognized as most

useful lo Russia. The French statesman urged the

Czar to proceed with the construction of strategic rail-

ways in Poland and sent Delcasse as his representative

at the Russian court; the Russian Ambassador, at least

according to some persons, demanded that France re-

vive the three years' military service. The French and

Russian General Staffs, in annual conferences, perfected

their plans for war, which were based on a joint offen-

sive against Germany. A naval convention was con-

cluded. Finally, M. Poincare went to Russia, and M.

Sazonov, the Foreign Minister, expressed to the Czar his

hope that "in the event of a crisis in international re-

lations there would be at the helm in France if not M.
Poincare, at least a personality of the same great

power of decision and as free from the fear of taking

responsibility." The elevation of M. Poincare to the

Presidency of the republic in no way interrupted

the newly developed intimacy. Indeed, from 1912 to

the outbreak of the war, the Dual Alliance presented a

solid front at every turn to the rival diplomatic group.

It is probably impossible to over-emphasize the

importance of this union of Poincare and Izvol-
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ski for the future of Franco-Russian and Euro-

pean international relations. While the Franco-

Russian military Alliance had possessed impres-

sive strength on paper from 1893 onward, it had

little real power until 1912. It had no real

"punch" in European diplomacy until Poincare

and Izvolski were able to bring into a joint pro-

gram the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine and the

seizure of the Straits, and were also successful in

giving this ambition a definite practical bent and

feasible area for probable realization through the

"Balkanizing" of the Alliance. Up to 1912 the

Russians were irritated at the French conciliation

of Great Britain, who blocked Russian ambitions

regarding the Straits, and the French were un-

willing to risk alienating England by openly

backing Russia in her near eastern program.

Several times between 1893 and 1912 Russia was

on as good terms with Germany as with France.

Izvolski and Poincare first turned the trick and

made the Franco-Russian program the dynamic

and pivotal element in European affairs from

1912-1917.

II. FRANCO-RUSSIAN MILITARY AND NAVAL

UNDERSTANDINGS

The Franco-Russian military arrangements

had been perfected by 1893, and Poincare and

Izvolski now turned their attention to the con-
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elusion of a naval convention which was formu-

lated on July 16, 1912, in the following terms: 9

Article 1. The naval forces of France and Russia

operate jointly in all eventualities in which the Alliance

foresees and provides for the co-operation of the land

forces.

Article 2. Provision is made in time of peace for the

joint operation of the naval forces.

To this end the Chiefs of the two Naval Staffs are

henceforth empowered to correspond direct with one

another, to exchange all news, to study all possibilities,

of warfare, and to agree together on all strategic plans.:

Article 3. The Chiefs of the two Naval Staffs confer

personally together at least once a year ; they draw up!

minutes of their conferences.

Article 4. This convention is to be identical with the

military convention of August 17, 1892, and the treaties

arising out of it, in regard to its duration, elaboration',

and secrecy.

Paris, July 16, 1912.

On August 5, 1912, Poincare left for Russia

for a conference with Sazonov, the Russian

Foreign Minister. The terms of the naval con-

vention of July 16th were confirmed at once.

Poincare urged upon Sazonov the immediate con-

struction of better railroad facilities to transport!

Russian troops to the German frontier:
10

M. Poincare also spoke of the protocol of the last!

sitting of the Chiefs of General Staffs, and said that he
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(I

attached great importance to the realization of the de-

sire expressed therein by the French General Staff for

an increase in the efficiency of our railway system lead-

ing to our western frontier by the construction of a

second track on the lines indicated in the protocol. I

[Sazonov] replied that I was aware of these desires and

that they would probably be taken into consideration

as far as possible.

Most important of all, Poincare revealed to

Sazonov the existence of the verbal British agree-

ments to aid France on land and sea in the event

of a war with Germany, which Grey and Asquith

were later to deny before the House of Com-

mons, and urged Sazonov during his anticipated

journey to England to propose to the British au-

thorities an agreement for joint naval action be-

tween Russia and Great Britain against Ger-

many. Sazonov thus reports to the Tsar: 11

British-French relations were the subject of a spe-

cially candid exchange of views between M. Poincare

and myself.

The French Premier mentioned that latterly, under

the influence of Germany's aggressive policy towards

France, these relations had assumed the character of

quite special intimacy, and he confided to me that while

no written agreement between France and Great

Britain was in existence, the General and Naval Staffs

of the two States were nevertheless in close touch with

one another, and were uninterruptedly and with entire

openness consulting one another on matters of mutual
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interest. This continual exchange of ideas had led tc

a verbal agreement between the Governments of Franc!

and Great Britain, in which Great Britain had declarec

her readiness to come to the aid of France with heli

land and naval forces should the latter be attacked b}

Germany. Great Britain had promised to supporl

France on land by a detachment 100,000 strong sent tc

the Belgian frontier, in order to ward off an invasion oi

the German army through Belgium, which was expectec

by the French General Staff.

M. Poincare begged me urgently to preserve absolute

silence about this information, and not to give even th<

British ground for suspicion that we were informec

of it.

When we spoke of the mutual assistance which Greal

Britain and France contemplated rendering to one an-

other at sea, M. Poincare touched on the possibility ol

simultaneous cooperation between the Russian anc

British naval forces.

Under our naval convention, France has undertaker
the obligation to help us by diverting the Austriar

fleet in the Mediterranean from us and preventing itf

penetration into the Black Sea. In Poincare's view

the British naval forces could undertake the same role

in the Baltic, to which the French fleet is unable to ex-

tend its activity. Accordingly, he asked me whether ]

would not take advantage of my impending journey tc

England to raise in my conversations with the leaders ol

British policy the question of joint operation of tht

Russian and British fleets in the event of a conflict

with the Powers of the Triple Alliance.

I replied to M. Poincare that this question required

close consideration.
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How well Sazonov carried out Poincare's sug-

gestion, as well as the cordial reception of the

idea by Grey and the King, is revealed in the fol-

lowing report to Sazonov to the Tsar concern-

ing his reception at Balmoral in September,

1912: 12

As a favourable opportunity occurred I felt it useful,

in one of my conversations with Grey, to seek informa-

tion as to what we might expect from Great Britain in

the event of a conflict with Germany. What the direc-

tor of British foreign policy said to me as to this, and

King George himself later, I think is very significant.

Your Majesty is aware that during M. Poincare's

stay in St. Petersburg last summer he expressed to me

a wish that I would clear up the question of the extent

to which we might count on the co-operation of the

British fleet in the event of such a war.

I informed Grey confidentially of the main points of

our naval convention with France, and remarked that

under the treaty concluded the French fleet would en-

deavour to safeguard our interests in the southern

theatre of war by preventing the Austrian fleet from

penetrating into the Black Sea; and I then asked

whether Great Britain for her part could perform the

same service for us in the north, by keeping the German

squadrons away from our Baltic coasts. Grey de-

clared unhesitatingly that should the anticipated con-

ditions arise Great Britain would make every effort to

strike a crippling blow at German naval power. On the

question of military operations he said that negotia-

tions had already taken place between the competent

authorities concerned, but in these discussions the con-
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elusion liad been readied that while the British fleet

could easily penetrate into the Baltic, its stay there

would be very risky. Assuming Germany to succeed

in laying hands on Denmark and closing the exit from

the Baltic, the British fleet would be caught in a

mousetrap. Accordingly Great Britain would have to

confine her operations to the North Sea.

On his own initiative Grey then gave me a confirma-

tion of what I already knew through Poincare—an

agreement exists between France and Great Britain,

under which in the event of war with Germany Great

Britain has accepted the obligation of bringing assist-

ance to France not onky on the sea but on land, by

landing troops on the Continent.

The King touched on the same question in one of his

conversations with me, and expressed himself even more

strongly than his Minister. When I mentioned, letting

him see my agitation, that Germany is trying to place

her naval forces on a par with Britain's, His Majesty

cried that any conflict would have disastrous results

not only for the German navy but for Germany's over-

seas trade, for, he said, "We shall sink every single

German merchant ship we shall get hold of."

These words appeared to me to give expression not

only to His Majesty's personal feelings but also to the

public feeling predominant in Great Britain in regard

to Germany.

That Poincare made an excellent impression

on Sazonov during his visit to St. Petersburg is

shown by the following excerpt from the Sa/o-

nov's report to the Tsar: 13
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Finally, I feel bound to mention that I was very glad

of the opportunity to make the acquaintance of M.

Poincare, and to get into personal touch with him
;

all

the more since our exchange of views left me with the

feeling that in him Russia has a true and trustworthy

friend, gifted with uncommon statesmanly intelligence

and unbending strength of will. In the event of a

crisis in international relations it would be very desir-

able that there should stand at the head of our ally's

Government, if not M. Poincare himself, at all events a

personality as resolute as the French Premier, and as

entirely unafraid of responsibility.

On December 5, 1912, Izvolski confirmed Saz-

onov's judgment in a telegram to the latter:

In a recent talk with me, Poincare remarked that

opinion in France is strongly pro-peace, and that he

has always to keep this in mind. We are, it seems to

me, all the more indebted to him for his fixed resolve

most loyally to fulfil his duties as an ally in case of

need. ... If the crisis comes, the decision will be made

by the three strong personalities who stand at the head

of the Cabinet—Poincare, Millerand and Delcasse.

And it is a piece of good fortune for us that we have to

deal with these personalities and not one or another of

the opportunist politicians who have succeeded one an-

other in the course of recent years in the Government

of France [i. e. Combes, Caillaux, Herriot, Painleve et

al., the opponents of the war policy—Author].

The significance of what had been accom-

plished by Izvolski, Poincare and Sazonov even
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before the outbreak of the Balkan Wars has been

admirably summarized by Dr. Stieve: 14

It is evident from all this how comprehensive were

already the war preparations of the Entente Powers.

A close network had been placed around the Central

Powers. In the North Sea, British and French fleets

were to act together. On top of this a British land

army of 100,000 men was to join on in Belgium to the

left wing of the French army, which had to carry out

from there to Lorraine the speediest possible advance

against Germany. In the Mediterranean the French

fleet recently transferred thither aimed at holding the

Austrian naval forces in check, and on the Russian

frontier all conceivable measures were to be taken to

expedite as far as possible the advance of the troops

of the enormous Tsarist empire if the emergency

arose. These were, indeed, gigantic plans, covering all

Europe, which, as we have just seen, were in important

respects developed and promoted by Poincare's initia-

tive in Russia.

III. THE BALKANIZING OF THE PLOT

Russia was primarily responsible for the Bal-

kan War of 1912, as the Balkan League was to

no small degree a creation of Izvolski, who hoped

to use it as an instrument to drive the Turk out

of Europe. The hostilities broke out rather

earlier than was desired by Poincare, for, while

a Balkan War by itself might secure the Straits

for Russia, it would not return Alsace-Lorraine
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to France. There was still a faint hope in 1912

that a struggle in the Near East might secure for

Russia what Izvolski had been aiming at, but

Poincare's ambition quite obviously could only

be realized by a general European war. There-

fore, when trouble seemed imminent in the Bal-

kans in 1912 Poincare endeavored to keep the

situation under control and to prevent the out-

break of hostilities. He was not yet ready to

use the Balkans as the pretext for a general war.

Russia was not prepared for war in a military

sense, and the French people had not yet been

converted by the bribed press to take an active

interest in Balkan matters. It was best to lie

low in this crisis, as the time was not yet ripe to

execute his plan. Peace was maintained prima-

rily because Sir Edward Grey at that time re-

fused to allow England to be drawn into any con-

flict to forward the Russian ambitions, and co-

operated with Germany in localizing the conflict.

If he had done the same in 1914, as Germany
urged him to do, there would have been no Euro-

pean war.

Izvolski was, of course, only interested in the

Balkans in so far as Balkan disturbances might

secure the Straits, and advance the Russian

hegemony in this area. To Poincare this was
wholly secondary. To him the Balkans were im-

portant as the one area over which a European
war might be provoked and at the same time in-
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sure the Russian attack upon Germany which

would provide the only possible method for the

French to recover Alsace-Lorraine. Hence, he

determined to adopt a policy which would pre-

vent Russia from gaining her ends without the

European war so indispensable to the French

program. The Balkan situation must be so

manipulated as to bring about a European war.

The famous "Millerand conversation" amply

confirms this interpretation of Poincare's atti-

tude during the Balkan crisis of 1912-13. (Cf.

Stieve, op. cit., p. 124; and Judet, Georges

Louis, p. 143.) On the 12th of September,

1912, Poincare told Izvolski that France would

probably refuse to follow him in a war over the

Balkans unless Germany should support Aus-

tria:
18

Should, however, the conflict with Austria result in

armed intervention by Germany, the French Govern-

ment recognizes this in advance as a casus foederis,

and would not hesitate a moment to fulfil the obliga-

tions which it has accepted towards Russia. "France,"

continued M. Poincare, "is beyond question entirely

peaceful in disposition, and neither desires nor seeks

a war; but German intervention against Russia would

at once bring about a change in public feeling, and

it may be taken as certain that in such an event

Parliament and public opinion would entirely support

the decision of the Government to give Russia armed

support."

M. Poincare also told me that in view of the critical
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situation in the Balkans the superior French military

authorities are examining with increased closeness all

the military eventualities which might occur, and that

he knows that well-informed and responsible personali-

ties are very optimistic in their judgment of the

prospects of Russia and France in the event of a

general conflict.

The outbreak of hostilities in the Balkans in

the autumn of 1912 still further emphasized to

Poincare the necessity of his preventing Russia

from obtaining her ambitions short of a Euro-

pean war. On November 17, 1912, he gave

lzvolski and the Russians what practically

amounted to a blank cheque in regard to the

Balkans, promising Russia that if she went to

war France would follow. It was deemed better

to go to war prematurely than to take a chance

that France would lose out on the possibility of

regaining her lost provinces: 16

"It is," said Poincare, "for Russia to take the

initiative in a matter in which she is the most closely

interested party. France's task is to accord to Rus-

sia her most emphatic support. Were the French

Government to take the initiative, it would be in dan-

ger of forestalling the intentions of its Ally." In

order to leave him no doubt whatever as to the degree

of our co-operation, I felt it necessary to acquaint

him with a passage in M. Sazonov's instructions to

the Russian ambassador in Belgrade, in which it is

stated that France and Great Britain have declared

openly that they have no intention at all of joining
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issue with the Triple Alliance over the conflict.

"Broadly," added M. Poincare, "it all comes to this:

if Russia goes into the war, France will do the same,

as we know that in this matter Germany would stand

at Austria's back." I asked whether he knew the

British standpoint in the matter; Poincare replied that

according to his information the London Cabinet would

confine itself for the moment to promising Russia its

full diplomatic support, but that this would not ex-

clude more substantial assistance in case of necessity.

The effect of Poincare's vigorous policy upon

the attitude of the French government towards

Russia's conduct in the Balkans is admirably

summarized by Izvolski in his letter of Decem-

ber 18, 1912, to Sazonov: 17

It is still only a short time since the French Gov-

ernment and Press were inclined to suspect us of egg-

ing Serbia on, and one was constantly hearing people

say that France has no desire to go to war about a

Serbian port {France ne veut pas faire la guerre pour

un port Serbe). Now, however, there is astonishment

and unconcealed dismay at our indifference to Austria's

mobilization. Anxiety in this regard is finding ex-

pression not only in the conversations of French

Ministers with me and with our military attache, but

is reaching the general public and newspapers of very

varying political tendency. The French General Staff

is so concerned that, as I reported in my telegram

No. 445, the War Minister thought fit to draw Poin-

care's attention to the fact. Poincare showed me

Millerand's letter, which he had put before a Council
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of Ministers called specially for this purpose. French

astonishment has been anything but dissipated by the

telegram from Georjges Louis containing the reply

of our general staff to General de la Guiche. I was

shown the text of the telegram. According to this,

General de la Guiche was told that we not only re-

gard Austria's arming as a purely defensive measure,

but that Russia would not strike even in the entirely

improbable event of an Austrian attack on Serbia.

At this information Poincare and all the Ministers

were utterly astonished.

Poincare's insistence that he should have

knowledge of, and a veto upon, Russian conduct

in the Balkans, lest it result in some form of ex-

ploitation of the situation which would advance

Russian interests and not those of the French, is

expressed in a telegram of Izvolski on January

30, 1913: 18

Under present conditions, and in view of the exist-

ing system of alliances and agreements, any isolated

action in Balkan affairs on the part of one Power or

another may very quickly lead to a general European

war. The French Government fully realizes and

recognizes the special situation of the Russian Govern-

ment, which has to take account of nationalist feeling

and of all-powerful historic traditions ; the French

Government is making no attempt to rob Russia of her

freedom of action or to throw doubt on her moral ob-

ligations towards the Balkan States. Russia is there-

fore assured by France not only of armed assistance
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in the event defined in the Franco-Russian agreement,

but also of the most decided and energetic support of

all measures adopted by the Russian Government in

the interest of those States. But precisely in oi'der

that France may be able at any moment to extend to

Russia her friendly help as an Ally in the fullest de-

gree, the French Government earnestly asks us to take

no steps on our own account without a prior exchange

of views with France, our Ally ; for only on this condi-

tion can the French Government successfully prepare

public opinion in France for the necessity of partici-

pating in a war.

IV. POINCARE BECOMES PRESIDENT OF FRANCE

Because of the uncertainty in French political

life, due to the group or bloc system, Poincare

concluded to resign as Prime Minister and be-

come a candidate for the French presidency, an

office with a term of seven years, which would

give him much greater certainty of maintaining

a definite and consistent foreign policy. A
powerful French President like Poincare would

be able to control appointments to the cabinet

As President for seven years, with subservient

foreign ministers, he knew that he had a far bet-

ter prospect of continuing the French policy he

had marked out in conjunction with Izvolski than

he would have in the precarious position of Pre-

mier and Foreign Minister in a French cabinet.

Matters were headed right and he did not desire

iinl
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to take any chances on having everything upset

by so likely an eventuality as an overthrow of a

French cabinet.
19

Izvolski well understood the importance of

making Poincare's election certain and he tele-

graphed home frantically for large sums of

Russian money to bribe the French press and

members of the Senate and Chamber of Deputies

in order to further Poincare's candidacy and elec-

tion. In particular was it necessary to combat

the Radical, the organ of M. Perchot, which was

vigorously attacking Poincare's foreign policy

and the closer relations with Russia. 20 The fol-

lowing is a representative telegram asking for

Russian financial aid. It was sent on January

3, 1913: 21

Poincare asked me to draw your attention again to

the Perchot affair, which continues to be a source of

anxiety to him. He says that the arrangement with

the Russian banks mentioned in Perchot's letter to V.

N. Kokovtsov is at present under consideration in the

j

Finance Ministry, and that he hopes that you will

I

make a point of working for a satisfactory settlement.

I learn from an entirely trustworthy source that it is

very important to Poincare that the affair shall be dis-

posed of by January 4 (old style), the date of the

Presidential election, for Perchot can do a great deal

of harm in this election. I am of opinion that it is

greatly to our interest to give Poincare's candidature

this assistance.
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The Russian aid proved adequate and Poin-

care was easily elected on the 17th of January,

1913. About two weeks after the election Izvol-

ski tells of a long conference with Poincare, dur-

ing which the latter gave assurance of his ability

to maintain personal control of French foreign

policy during his seven years as President, and
urged Izvolski to come to him directly in case he

desired to discuss important matters in this

field:
22

I have just had a long talk with Poincare. He told

me that in his capacity of President of the Republic it

would be perfectly possible for him directly to influence

France's foreign policy. He will not fail to take ad-

vantage of this during his seven years of office to

assure the permanence of a policy based on close har-

mony with Russia. He also expressed the hope that

he would continue to see me often, and asked me to

go direct to him in every case in which I felt this de-

sirable. In regard to current affairs he spoke in much

the same vein as Jonnart yesterday. As he put it,

it is of the greatest importance to the French Govern-

ment to have the opportunity of preparing French

public opinion in advance for participation in any war
which might break out over the Balkan question. This

is why the French Government asks us not to take

any separate action which might result in such a war

without a prior understanding with France.

In another place Izvolski tells us that after he

became President Poincare went to the Foreign
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Office almost daily, and that no important step

was taken without his full knowledge and ap-

proval. (Livre Noir, II, pp. 19-20.) This

presents an illuminating contrast to Poincare's

hypocritical and dishonest implication in his

Foreign Affairs article (loc. cit., p. 15), where

he represents himself to have been but the

merest ornamental figure-head as the French

President, and suggests that all matters of

foreign policy were handled responsibly and ex-

clusively by the Foreign Minister, who was in

this case Viviani.

V. THE BRIBERY OF THE FRENCH PRESS

Not only was it necessary to get money from

Russia to aid Poincare in becoming President of

France; Russian gold was also essential in the

campaign to bribe and corrupt the French press

so that the French people might come to have the

same enthusiasm for a war over the Balkans as

that possessed by Poincare and his associates.

Consistently through 1912 and 1913 Izvolski

wrote or telegraphed home for Russian money to

bribe the French editors and writers to prepare

articles, news and editorials designed to frighten

or incense the French public.
23

The following memorandum of Izvolski to

Sazonov on July 21, 1913, telling of an interview

with Poincare and of the need of more money for
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the bribery of the Paris papers, is representative

of these insistent demands for Russian pecuniary

aid in the corruption campaign. It is to be noted

that Izvolski was astute enough to put the "kept"

Paris editors on a monthly installment basis so

that they would consistently deliver the goods.

This particular communication was first printed

by C. L. Hartmann in the Deutsche Rundscham
in the summer of 1924. It was believed by Dr.

von Wegerer to be either spurious or altered

(Kriegsschuldfrage, August, 1924), but it has

been identified under oath by former Russian

Prime Minister, Kokovtzov, in the libel suit of

the Matin against Humanite. It is printed in

Behind the Scenes in French Journalism, by "A
French Chief Editor," and reproduced in large

part in The Progressive for February 1, 192(5:

No. 318. Strictly confidential.

Dear Sergei Dimitrieyitch :

From this interview I was convinced that M. Poin-

care is in every respect in accord with us, considers the

moment has finally arrived to realize the century-old

aims of our traditional policy (the seizure of the

Straits), and therewith restore the European balance

of power by the return of the stolen provinces of Alsace-

Lorraine.

Poincare did not conceal the great difficulties which

we have to overcome yet. The principal trouble he ex-

pects from the radical Socialists who are opposed to
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any war caused by financial or commercial reasons, es-

pecially when its origin is in the Balkans. This party

has some highly intelligent men: Caillaux, Herriot,

Painleve, and disposes of a considerable number of

deputies and newspapers. Of the latter, some have

only few readers

—

Le Radical, La Lanterne, Le Rappel,

VAction, L'Aurore, La Depeche de Toulouse—but they

have much influence. They are the mouthpiece of

some prominent leader and accorded by his partisans

unflinching political obedience. Each of these publish-

ers and leaders is backed by a group of deputies and

senators who want to rise with him and submit them-

selves without contradiction . . . M. Poincare shares my

opinion that a very large sacrifice on our part is nec-

essary for this purpose. I hardly dare to mention the

amount : three million franco, of which 250,000 francs

alone is for the Radical, the organ of Senator Perchot.

If we consider, that the Turkish Government has spent

five millions to influence the French press and bought

even one of their most prominent authors (Pierre Loti)

and if we also contemplate the relative insignificance of

this amount in comparison to the world-changing pro-

gram which we can bring closer to realization therewith,

you may want to undertake to submit this proposition

to the cabinet for their immediate consent.

I propose that the subsidy be paid in monthly install-

ments as heretofore in order to be sure every minute of

the zeal of the newspapers. I consider it advanta-

geous this time not to use Lenoir but Laffon. Laffon

has considerable influence with the Matin, whose finan-

cial director he was, as well as with the great dailies.

IzVOLSKI.
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Sazonov made the following reply to this re-

quest for funds

:

No. 2155. To be kept strictly secret.

July 15/28, 1913.

In consequence of your Excellency's letter of July

8/21 (No. 3-18), I have not failed to submit your prop-

osition and the report of your conversation to the cab-

inet, presided over by His Majesty. It is a great joy

to be able to communicate to you that the request of

the President of the Republic regarding the amounts to

be put by us at the disposition of the press, has, after

some natural hesitations (quclques hesitations bien com-

prehensibles), been granted by His Majesty with the

condition that, as heretofore, Privy-Counselor RafFalo-

vitch will be entrusted with the financial part of the

transaction. The State-Counselor Davidov will start

for Paris immediately with the most far-reaching in-

structions.

Sazonov.

The report of A. Raffalovitch, Paris repre-

sentative of the Russian Ministry of Finance for

many years before the World War, rendered on
November 19, 1913, setting forth the nature of

his second series of bribery payments for the

month, gives a fair idea of the nature and extent

of this press campaign

:

Le Radical (Perchot's paper) second installment

120,000 francs.

La Lanternc ( Millerand's paper) . . . 35,000 "

Le Figaro 25,000 "
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Le Temps 50,000 francs.

La Libre Parole 80,000

L'Aurore (Clemenceau's paper) second installment

45,000 "

La Gaulois 25,000 "

La Liberie 30,000 "

The personal part taken by Poincare in super-

vising the distribution of these funds is indicated

in a telegram of Izvolski on October 23, 1912,

asking for a subvention of 300,000 francs to

lubricate the French political machinery :

~ 4

It is important to do nothing without informing

M. Poincare and securing his consent, for good re-

sults can only be expected subject to this being done.

French statesmen are very adept in deals of this sort.

My conversation with M. Poincare has convinced me

that he is ready to lend us his assistance in this matter,

and to let us know the most suitable plan of dis-

tribution of the subsidies. ... He expressed to me

his liveliest gratitude for my discussion of the matter

with him in all candor, and added that he Avould him-

self have approached me to ask me to do nothing with-

out prior agreement with him.

This bribery was productive of violently anti-

German and anti-Austrian articles written by

Tardieu, Cheradame and others in the semi-

official Temps and elsewhere. Tardieu also

aided Poincare and Izvolski in distributing the

Russian money. This shows how inadequate is

Poincare's characterization of Tardieu as a "mere
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journalist." The joint campaign of bribery and
publicity was wholly successful in "Balkanizing"

the Franco-Russian Alliance and arousing a

most active and solicitous French interest in Bal-

kan problems, towards which they had been indif-

ferent before 1912. The French by 1914 were
more willing to support Poincare in a war over

the Balkans and the Near East. In the mean-
time the Russian military preparations had pro-

ceeded apace, financed by supervised French
loans which the Russians were compelled to ex-

pend chiefly for military purposes. By June,

1914, the preparatory program outlined by Poin-
care and Izvolski was much nearer completion

than in November, 1912.

VI. DELCASSE REPLACES GEORGES LOUIS

In the spring of 1913 there were but three im-
portant unfulfilled desires in the joint policy of

Izvolski and Poincare. The first was the fact

that the French Ambassador at St. Petersburg,

Georges Louis, was sympathetic with the group
in Paris who desired to delay war over the Bal-
kans and to check the dangerous collusion be-

tween Poincare and Izvolski.25 Hence, he was
no man to handle the French case at the Russian
capital. Sazonov, Izvolski and Poincare were
all agreed upon this, and on February 17, 1913,

M. Louis was dismissed and replaced by M.
Theophile Delcasse, a man who was scarcely
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second to Poincare in his desire to avenge 1870.

In fact, Delcasse had been the most tireless of all

French diplomats in the generation preceding

1912 in working toward the diplomatic isolation

of Germany, and the organization of an effective

coalition against her. The failure of his aggres-

sive policy in the first Morocco crisis had led

to his resignation from the ministry at that time.

He had also had a distinguished part in further-

ing the Franco-Russian Alliance, as in August,

1899, he had been the man who went to St.

Petersburg and effected what amounted to a

transformation of the Franco-Russian Alliance

from a purely defensive to an offensive basis.

To promote an aggressive policy between France

and Russia no man short of Poincare himself

could have been more appropriately chosen for

the Russian post. When Delcasse had com-

pleted his mission he returned to Paris to col-

laborate with Poincare and Izvolski at home.

He was succeeded by Maurice Paleologue, one

of the most ardent members of the Poincare

clique. It was he who had worked out with Iz-

volski the Franco-Russian naval convention of

July 16, 191 2.
26 During this same period the

moderate French Ambassador at Vienna, M.

Crozier, was replaced by the bellicose puppet, M.

Dumaine.

In his recent defense in Foreign Affairs for

October, 1925, Poincare has attempted to defend
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himself in the Louis case by a discreditable at-

tack upon M. Louis and his deadly memoirs. 27

Poincare's defense of himself in this episode has
been subjected to merciless, if dignified, criticism

by Professor Sidney B. Fay in the New Bc-
public for October 14, 1925 (pp. 199-200). In
his memoirs Poincare continues his defense, but
he is utterly unsuccessful in explaining the chief

point in the case against him, namely, the replac-

ing of the moderate Louis by the firebrand, Del-
casse. Izvolski's complete understanding of the

character of Delcasse, as well as of what was ex-

pected of him during his mission to Russia, is

well manifested in communications of February
17 and March 1.3, 1913: 28

Jonnart has also asked me to transmit to you the

request to obtain the All-Highest approval of the ap-
pointment of M. Delcasse as ambassador in St. Peters-

burg. He added the following information: The
French Government has been moved to this choice

mainly by the circumstance that in the eyes of lead-

ing French circles and of public opinion M. Delcasse
is regarded, in the present exceedingly grave inter-

national situation, which may call for the application

of the Franco-Russian Alliance, as a personality of

quite special authority, a sort of personification of the

Alliance. From this point of view it is very important
that when appointed ambassador M. Delcasse shall be
able to retain his mandate as Deputy. The legal ob-
stacle to this, arising from the principle that Deputies
may only be entrusted with temporary commissions, is
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purely formal in character and can be overcome by

periodical renewals of the decree by the President, for

which precedents exist. I venture to add on my own

account that M. Delcasse, whose past political career

is familiar to you, is entirely devoted to the idea of the

very closest association between Russia and France,

and, as one of the most influential parliamentarians

in France, may play, if the critical moment should

come, a decisive part in overcoming any hesitation on

the part of the Government, which is always exposed

to pressure from various quarters. I know that it is

desired here to proceed as quickly as possible with

Delcasse's appointment.

As you are aware, M. Delcasse is specially compe-

tent not only in questions of foreign politics but in

all that concerns military and especially naval matters.

Our military attache has learned that he is specially

commissioned to persuade our military administration

of the necessity of increasing the number of our strate-

gic lines, in order to enable our army to be more

rapidly concentrated on the western frontier. M.

Delcasse is so well informed on this matter and is so

familiar with the views of the French General Staff

that he can discuss the question quite independently

with our military authorities. He is also empowered

to offer Russia all the financial assistance required, in

the form of railway loans.

The Russian government was in need of

money for the building of railroads, the increase

of armament, and other general purposes. The

French refused to make these loans except on

the condition that Russia use a considerable pro-
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portion of the money in the building of strategic

railroads to the German frontier and in greatly-

increasing the size of the Russian army. This

fact is well brought out in the letter of Kokov-
tsov, Russian Minister of Finance, to Sazonov
"ii June 27, 1013: 2!)

The chairman of the Paris Stock Exchange, M. de

Verneuil, has told me that while in St. Petersburg he

is commissioned to communicate to us the standpoint of

the French Government in regard to the floating in

France of Russian Government loans, guaranteed by
the State. This he has defined to me as follows

:

"I have been authorized to tell you that the French

Government is ready to allow Russia to obtain in the

Paris market every year from MM) to 500 million francs

in the form of a State loan, or of a loan guaranteed by

the State, for the realization of a national programme
of railway construction, subject, to two conditions:

"1. That the construction of the strategic lines

planned out in collaboration with the French General

Staff is begun at once;

"2. That the effective peace strength of the Rus-

sian army is considerablv increased."

Morel, in his Secret History of a Great Betrayal,

thus summarizes the Russian military prepara-

tions :

(a) Passing by the Duma of a law extending the

term of service with the colors from three to three

and a half years, involving an increase of the Russian

Army of about 1-50,000 men for six months in the year
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(October-April) ;
(b) passing by the Duma of a law

providing for an increase of the annual contingent of

recruits by 130,000 men; (c) loan of £20,000,000 con-

tracted in Paris for improvements in strategic rail-

ways and roads in Russian Poland; (d) immense

accumulation of stores of all kinds—the estimates for

war expenditures for 191 -i jumping to £97,500,000

from £87,000,000 in 1913, the 1913 figures showing an

increase of £13,000,000 over 1912; (e) a complete

mobilization (May, 1914) of all the reserves of the

three annual contingents of 1907 to 1909, ordered for

the whole empire under the form of "exercises" at an

expenditure of £10,000,000 sterling; the "exercises"

were to take place in the autumn, but the war turned

them into real practice.

That Poincare was willing to recognize the joint

responsibility for Franco-Russian military in-

creases is well borne out by the fact that he

at once took the lead in putting through the

great French army bill of 1913, reviving the

three-year service practice, a policy urged by

Izvolski.
30

VII. ENGLAND IS TAKEN IN TOW

The second major achievement still in part un-

fulfilled early in 1913 was to bring England into

thorough accord with the Franco-Russian policy

and to provide for an Anglo-Russian agreement

upon joint naval action. By 1910 Lord Hal-

dane '{Before the War, pp. 31 ff.) had worked
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out complete plans, in consultation with the

French, as to how and where the British were to

land 160,000 men in France near the Belgian
j

frontier (the Belgians had refused the British

request to laud them on Belgian soil) to aid the

French, in cooperation with the "assistance of

Russian pressure in the east." Thus, even the
:

military basis of the encirclement policy had been
laid no less than four years before the War.
We have already seen how Poincare on his visit

to Russia in August, 1912, had revealed the ex-

istence of this verbal agreement between France
and England as to joint action. This was re-

duced to writing in a letter of Sir Edward Grey
to Paul Cambon, French Ambassador at Lon-
don, on the 22nd of November, 1912, five days
after Poincare had given Russia a free hand in

the Balkans: 31

My dear Ambassador,—From time to time in re-

cent years the French and British naval and military
experts have consulted together. It has always been
understood that such consultation does not restrict

the freedom of either Government to decide at any
future time whether or not to assist the other by
armed force. We have agreed that consultation be-
tween experts is not and ought not to be regarded as
an engagement that commits either Government to
action in a contingency that has not yet arisen and
may never arise. The disposition, for instance, of
the French and British Fleets respectively at the



FRANCO-RUSSIAN WAR PLOT 131

present moment is not based upon an agreement to

co-operate in war.

You have, however, pointed out that, if either

Government had grave reason to expect an unprovoked

attack by a third Power, it might become essential

to know whether it could in that event depend upon

the armed assistance of the other.

I agree that if either Government had grave reason

to expect an unprovoked attack by a third Power, or

something that threatened the general peace, it should

immediately discuss with the other whether both Gov-

ernments should act together to prevent aggression

and to preserve peace, and, if so, what measures they

would be prepared to take in common.

If these measures involved action, the plans of the

General Staffs would at once be taken into considera-

tion, and the Governments would then decide what

effect should be given to them.

After the outbreak of the Balkan Wars Poin-

care put still more pressure on Great Britain

for more explicit arrangements as to joint mili-

tary action in the event of a European war.

Izvolski thus describes these efforts and their re-

sults in a dispatch of December 5, 1912:

Since the beginning of the present crisis M. Poincare

has not ceased, on every occasion, to invite the London

cabinet to confidential conversations, with the object

of clearing up the position which would be adopted by

England in the event of a general Em*opean conflict.

On the British side no decision has been taken hitherto.

The London cabinet invariably replies that this would
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depend upon circumstances and that the question of

peace or war will be decided by public opinion. On
the other hand, not only has the examination of all

eventualities which may present themselves not been in-

terrupted between the French and British headquarters

staffs, but the existing military and naval agreements

have quite recently undergone a still greater develop-

ment, so that at the present moment the Anglo-French

military convention is as settled and complete (a un

caractere aussi acheve et complet) as the Franco-

Russian convention; the only difference consists in the

fact that the former bear the signature of the chiefs

of the two headquarter staffs, and on this account are,

so to speak, not obligatory upon the Government.

These last few days General Wilson, the English chief

of staff, has been in France, in the most rigorous

secrecy, and on this occasion, various complementary

details have been elaborated ; moreover, apparently for

the first time, it is not only military men who partici-

pated in this work, but also other representatives of

the French Government.

E early in 1912 Lord Haldane, who had two

years earlier completed his plans for crushing

Germany between France and England on the

west and Russia on the east, visited Berlin in

the effort to bring about better relations between

Germany and England. He was favorably re-

ceived and certainly might have been able to pro-

mote a definite accord had it not been for Poin-

care, who heard of the pacific developments and

warned Sir Edward Grey that to confirm the
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Haldane negotiations would be to terminate the

existing Franco-British relations. Grey, with

humiliating docility, rejected the German pro-

posal. Izvolski reveals this fact, together with

the extent of the Anglo-French military plans

in a letter of December 5, 1912: 32

England's views arc incomparably more important.

In my conversations with Poincare and Paleologue I

was informed, in strict confidence, that, during Lord

Haldane's well-known visit to Berlin (in February),

Germany made Great Britain a very definite proposal

to the effect that the British Cabinet should give a

written undertaking to remain neutral if Germany be-

came involved in a war not provoked by her. The

British Cabinet informed M. Poincare of this proposal

which Great Britain apparently hesitated either to

accept or reject. Poincare expressed himself most

emphatically against any such undertaking. He

pointed out to the British Government that the sign-

ing by Great Britain of such a treaty with Germany

would, with one blow, put an end to the present

Franco-British relations. This objection had its due

effect: the British Cabinet declined Germany's pro-

posal.

Since the commencement of the present crisis, Poin-

care has never failed to draw the British Cabinet into

confidential conversations in order to obtain certainty

as to the attitude which Great Britain proposed to

adopt in the event of a general European conflict.

. . . Not only has the examination of all conceivable

possibilities by the French and British general staffs
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not. been interrupted, but the existing military and

naval agreements have quite recently been extended in

such a manner that, at present, the Anglo-French

Military Convention is just as thoroughly and ex-

haustively worked out in detail as is the Franco-

Russian. . . .

Sazonov was not satisfied, however, with the

Anglo-French agreement. lie felt that there

must be greater assurance of English participa-

tion in the prospective war. In a secret Russian

conference of December 31, 1913, he expressed

himself as follows

:

In reality a Russian initiative supported only by

France would not appear particularly dangerous to

German}'. The two States would hardly be in a posi-

tion to deal Germany a mortal blow, even in the event

of military successes, which can never be predicted. A
struggle, on the other hand, in which Great. Britain par-

ticipated might be disastrous to Germany, who clearly

realizes that if Great Britain were drawn in, the result

might be social disturbances of a catastrophic nature

within her frontiers in less than six weeks. Great Brit-

ain is dangerous to Germany, and in the consciousness

of this is to be found the explanation of the hatred with

which the Germans arc filled in the face of Great Brit-

ain's growing power. In view of this it is essential that

before taking any decisive steps the Tsar's Government

shall assure itself of the support of the London Cabinet,

whose active sympathy does not seem, in the Minister's

view, to be certain.
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The next step was to bring about an Anglo-

Russian naval convention. Poincare and Izvol-

ski seized upon the opportunity provided by the

visit of Sir Edward Grey and the British King

to Paris in April, 1914. In a conference be-

tween Sir Edward Grey and M. Doumergue,

the French Prime Minister, the former expressed

himself as heartily in favor of this naval conven-

tion and promised to attempt to win over Asquith

to this arrangement

:

33

When the discussion of the various questions of

current politics on the order of the day had come to

an end, M. Doumergue came to the question of Russo-

British relations, and made to Sir Edward Grey the

representations which he and I [Izvolski] had agreed

on. He brought into the field two main arguments

in favour of a closer Russo-British agreement

:

1. The German efforts to detach us from the Triple

Entente, as a weak and unreliable political combina-

tion, and

2. The opportunity afforded by the conclusion of a

naval convention between us and Great Britain of re-

leasing part of the British naval forces, not only as

regards active operations in the Baltic and North

Sea, but also in the Mediterranean.

(M. Doumergue mentioned to Sir Edward Grey,

among other things, that in two years' time we should

have a strong Dreadnought squadron in the Baltic.)

Sir Edward Grey replied to M. Doumergue that he

was personally entirely in sympathy with the ideas

which he had expressed and was quite ready to con-
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elude an agreement with Russia in the form of that

in existence between Great Britain and France. But

he did not conceal from M. Doumergue that there

were, not only in the Government party but even

among the members of the Cabinet, persons who were

prejudiced against Russia and very little inclined to

any further approach to her. However, he expressed

the hojic that he would be able to bring over Mr.

Asquith and the other members of the Government to

his view. . . . Sir Edward Grey's idea is that only a

naval convention could be concluded between us and

Great Britain, and not a land convention, since all the

British land forces are already distributed in ad-

vance and they obviously could not co-operate with the

Russian forces. He added that on his return to Lon-

don he would at once submit the above plan to Mr.

Asquith and his other colleagues for examination.

On the 12th of May Sir Edward Grey sum-

moned Count Benckendorff, the Russian Am-
bassador at London, and told him with enthusi-

asm of how he had won over Asquith to the plan

for a naval arrangement with Russia: 34

On this occasion Grey spoke with a warmth unusual

for him, showing that he has a solid basis for his con-

clusions. It is evident what led him to send for me to

make such a communication. He wanted to let me

know that a new phase of still closer approach to

France was beginning. This intention was still more

evident to me when he went straight on to remark that

I had no doubt been informed of the discussion which

he had had with Doumergue about Russia. He told
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me that in Paris, away from his colleagues, it had been

impossible for him to do more than express his own per-

sonal agreement with the plan that the Governments of

Great Britain and France should inform the Russian

Government of all the existing military agreements be-

tween Great Britain and France. To-day, he said, he

was able to tell me that immediately after his return to

London he had discussed this with the Prime Minister,

and that the latter had agreed with his view and had

had no objections to offer to the proposed plan.

These arrangements were carried forward un-

til the outbreak of the World War rendered them

superfluous. The naval convention between

England and Russia was not actually signed, but

we do know that before England entered the

War she had begun active cooperation with Rus-

sia in the joint Anglo-Russian naval plans and

manoeuvres. The actual signing of the Anglo-

Russian naval convention was temporarily de-

layed because of a "leak" which alarmed the Ger-

mans and made Grey cautious. Rut the Rus-

sian representative was in London awaiting the

favorable moment when the War actually broke

out and made such action unnecessary. It is an

interesting commentary upon the diplomacy of

Sir Edward Grey that at this very time he was

also carrying on negotiations with Germany de-

signed to settle Anglo-German tension over the

Near East and Africa, and to promote a general

Anglo-German understanding which would



138 GENESIS OF THE WORLD WAR

render any military or naval cooperation with

France and Russia quite unnecessary. 35

While subsequent events proved that England
was thoroughly involved in the military and naval
plans of France and Russia and felt herself

honor-bound to enter any war waged by France
against Germany, it is quite true that Russia and
France were never sure of the degree to which
they could count upon British aid until August
2, 1914. As late as July 31, 1914, Poincare

went so far as to telegraph George V, urging
England to declare herself openly as on the side

of France and Russia, and both Sazonov and
Poincare were worried from July 24th to August
2nd about England, though they felt fairly cer-

tain that they could count on her aid. Whatever
their doubts, however, they were without any
foundation. Not even the German proposal to

keep out of Belgium or the German promise not

to attack France in 1914 was adequate to secure

English neutrality. Thus, England was safely

"hooked
1

' by April, 1914, if not by November,
1912, even if France and Russia were not con-

vinced of the certainty of their "catch."

VIII. THE CONVERSION OF SAZONOV TO THE
WAR POLICY

The third element in the policy of Poincare
and Izvolski was to convert Sazonov to the view
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that the Straits were absolutely essential to a suc-

cessful Russian foreign policy and could be ob-

tained only by a European war. The failure of

the Balkan League, with the resulting struggles

among the Balkan allies, put a disastrous end to

the hope which Sazonov had entertained that the

Straits might be secured for Russia through the

Balkan Wars. By the close of 1913 Sazonov

had become converted to the war policy, and

from that time on he presented a united front

with Izvolski and Poincare. In a famous memo-

randum to the Tsar, sent on December 8, 1913,

he frankly confesses to his conversion to the war

program: 36

Our doubts of the continued vitality of Turkey

bring again to the fore the historic question of the

Straits and of their political and economic importance

to us. . . . Can we permit any other country to ob-

tain entire control of the passage through the Straits?

To ask the question is to answer it—"No." To give

up the Straits to a powerful State would be equivalent

to placing the whole economic development of Southern

Russia at the mercy of that State. . . .

Moreover, / must repeat that the question of the

Straits can hardly be advanced a step except through

European complications. To judge from present con-

ditions, these complications would find us in alliance

with France and possibly, but not quite certainly, with

Great Britain, or at least with the latter as a benevo-

lent neutral. In the event of European complications,
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we should be able to count in the Balkans on Serbia

and perhaps also on Roumania.

In December, 1913, and February, 1914, were
held the famous secret Russian Crown Councils,

at which the question was considered as to

whether Russia should seize Constantinople and
the Straits suddenly and unaided, or should

await the expected World War. It was de-

cided that the latter alternative was much the

most attractive. Sazonov explicitly remarked
that "it could not be assumed that our operations

against the Straits could take place without a

general European war, and that it was to be

assumed that under such circumstances Serbia

would direct all her forces against Austria-

Hungary." Plans were accordingly drawn up
dealing in great detail with the military activities

which Russia would execute in the campaign
against Turkey in the event of the World War. 37

On the 23d of March, 1914, the Tsar reported, to

use his own words, "I entirely approve of the

resolutions of the Conference." 38

Nothing remained now but to Avait for the

spark which would kindle the fire in the Balkans.

But the Russian delay was not an idle one.

Morel, in his Secret History of a Great Betrayal

(see full report in Bogitshevich, Causes of the

War, pp. 126-134), tells how

In February, 1914, the Tsar received Serbia's "Minis-

ter President," M. Paschitscb. There ensued between

these two worthies an alluring conversation, in the
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course of which Paschitsch congratulates the Tsar that

"Russia had armed herself so thoroughly," following

up the compliment by a modest request for 120,000

rifles, munitions and howitzers, the Tsar replying that

Sazonov shall be furnished with a list of Serbia's re-

quirements, plus a polite inquiry as to the number of

men '"Serbia can put in the field." "Half a million,"

answers Paschitsch. The Tsar is delighted. "That is

sufficient, it is no trifle, one can go a great way with

that." They part with mutual esteem. "For Serbia,"

remarks the Tsar, "we shall do everything. Greet the

Kino- and tell him. For Serbia we shall do all."

Russian gold was poured into Serbia to aid

and encourage the Serbian plotters against the

Austrian throne. We also have evidence of

direct complicity on the part of Russian authori-

ties in the specific plot for the assassination of

the Archduke. Colonel Bozine Simitch and Dr.

Leopold Mandl have now shown that there is

conclusive evidence that Dragutin Dimitrije-

vitch, Chief of the Intelligence Division of the

Serbian General Staff, who laid the plot for the

assassination of the Archduke, worked in col-

lusion with Artamanov, the Russian military at-

tache at Belgrade. 39 The French nationalists

also encouraged the Serbian intrigues. As early

as 1909 the distinguished French writer, E.

Lemonon, had declared that "Serbia must be

made a dagger in the flank of Austria."
40

France also made extensive loans to the Balkan

States and defeated proposed loans to Austria.
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IX. FRANCO-RUSSIAN WAR AIMS

It has been frequently stated by French apolo-

gists and their American advocates, such as

Bernadotte Schmitt, that there is absolutely no

documentary evidence that France insisted on

the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine as her reward

for participation in the Franco-Russian Alli-

ance. Georges Louis makes it clear that there

was no need for mentioning this in the diplomatic

communications of Izvolski, for, before Izvolski

left for Paris, the French program of recovering

Alsace-Lorraine in the event of a Furopean war
had become axiomatic in all discussions of the ob-

jectives of the Franco-Russian Alliance. To
mention it continually would have been as foolish

and unnecessary as for a writer on modern as-

tronomy to preface his book with his allegiance

to the Copernican system. As early as August,

1910, Georges Louis committed to writing the

universally accepted objectives of the Franco-

Russian Alliance: 41

In the Alliance, Constantinople and the Straits form

the counterpart of Alsace-Lorraine.

It is not specifically written down in any definite

agreement, but it is the supreme goal of the Alliance

which one takes for granted.

If the Russians open the question [of the Straits]

with us, we must respond: "Yes, when you aid us with

respect to Alsace-Lorraine."

I have discovered the same idea in the corr'espondence

of Hanotaux with Montebello.
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We now know that this "same idea" was rein-

forced by Delcasse while on his mission to Russia

in 1913."

The unmitigated hypocrisy and dishonesty in

Sazonov's contention that France and Russia

promised Turkey territorial integrity in return

for Turkish neutrality is well revealed in Izvol-

! ski's telegram of August 11, 1914, in which he

J

states that the French Foreign Minister recom-

mended that Russia attempt to purchase Turkish

neutrality by promising Turkey inviolability of

her territory. He was careful to state, however,

that any such promise to Turkey made in 1914

would not in any way prevent Russia "from de-

ciding the Dardanelles question according to her

own wishes at the close of the war/' 43 As early

as September 2, 1915, we know that there existed

between Russia and France "a political agree-

ment which recognized Russia's right to the final

possession of Constantinople after the conclusion

of peace," later embodied in the Secret Trea-

ties.
44

After the War had begun under such auspi-

cious circumstances, with England safely in on

the side of France and Russia, the French added

to the return of Alace-Lorraine the demand that

German economic power should be destroyed.

This is revealed in a telegram of Izvolski to

Sazonov on October 13, 1914.
45

Continuation. Personal. Very confidential. Del-
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casse then referred to the negotiations which took place

in St. Petersburg in 1913, and earnestly asked me to

draw your attention to the fact that the demands and

aspirations of France remain unaltered, with the addi-

tion only of the necessary destruction of the political

and economic power of Germany.

As the War went on the French demands as to

German humiliation grew more severe. By
February 14, 1917, they included not only the

return of Alsace-Lorraine but also the seizure of

the Saar Basin and the disintegration of the Ger-

man Empire through the detachment of the Rhine

Provinces. These demands were embodied in an

exchange between Sazonov and the French Am-
bassador in St. Petersburg on February 14, 1917.

How much earlier they had been formulated we

cannot say. These French war aims follow:
46

1. Alsace-Lorraine to be restored to France.

2. The frontiers (of this territory) to be extended

so as to include at least the former Duchy of Lorraine

and to be fixed according to the wishes of the French

Government, the strategic requirements being taken

into account, so that the whole iron ore district of Lor-

raine and the whole coal basin of the Saar shall be in-

cluded in French territory.

3. The remaining districts on the left bank of the

Rhine which now form part of the German Reich, are

to be detached from Germany and to be freed from all

political and economic dependence upon Germany.

4. The districts on the left bank of the Rhine which

are not incorporated in the French territory shall form

an autonomous and neutral state and shall remain oc-



FRANCO-RUSSIAN WAR PLOT 145

cupied by French troops until the enemy countries shall

have finally fulfilled all the conditions and guarantees

to be enumerated in the Treaty of Peace.

Here we have the vital facts in the historical

indictment of France and Russia, and it does not

rest for its evidence upon any of that "micro-

scopic document-chopping" of which Mr. Simeon

Strunsky is so contemptuous. 47 The documents

which support the case against France and

Russia are not chips and pieces but great

heaps of consistent and incontrovertible source-

material, and we invite Mr. Strunsky to chew on

this material for a few months. The same type

of cerebro-gastronomic exercise might prove edi-

fying to the learned archivist who wrote the New
York Tribune editorial of May 6, 1925, declar-

ing that all of the material upon which the re-

visionists base their evidence is some chance re-

marks and casual asides of Izvolski which were

completely ignored by the St. Petersburg govern-

ment and wholly misrepresented the French

attitude and policies. As the present writer

pointed out in the Progressive for December 1,

1926, Poincare's efforts to clear himself in his

memoirs have been totally inadequate and un-

successful.

In the light of the material brought forward in

this chapter the following quotations from Sir

Edward Grey's speech of August 3, 1914,

and his recent memoirs are at least mildly amus-

ing: 48
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I can say this with the most absolute confidence—no '

Government and no country has less desire to be in-

volved in a war over a dispute with Austria and Serbia i

than the Government and the country of France. . . .

France, indeed, dreaded war, and did all she could to

avoid it. French minds were probably more preoccu-

pied with the awful peril of war to France than with the

dread of war as a general catastrophe. The immense

growth and strength of Germany had smothered all

French intention to attempt a revanche. The idea of

recovering the lost provinces of Alsace and Lorraine

had tacitly been dropped, though the French Govern-

ment might not have dared to say in public that it had

been forever abandoned. The Franco-Russian Alliance

did not contemplate or cover a French revanche. • • •

That the Tsar, or Sazonof, or anyone who had a deci-

sive word in Russia was planning to provoke or to make

war I do not believe. Perhaps it may be true to say,

of Russia, that she was like a huge, unwieldy ship,

which in time of agitation kept an uncertain course;

not because she was directed by malevolent intentions,

but because the steering-gear was weak.

X. CONCLUSIONS

(1) The original or basic thread in the im-

mediate causes of the World War is to be found

in the Russian desire to secure control of the

Straits leading out of the Black Sea. The man

who manipulated this program was Alexander

Izvolski, Russian Foreign Minister and later

Russian Ambassador to Paris.

(2) In 1908 he made an effort to open the

Straits through diplomacy. He consented to
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Austrian annexation of Bosnia and Herzego-

vina, in return for which Austria was to support

Russia in her program for the Straits. Austria

agreed, and annexed Bosnia and Herzegovina,

hut England blocked Russia in her attempt to

open the Straits. After some more futile dip-

lomatic manoeuvring, Izvolski became convinced

that the Straits could only be secured by a Eu-

ropean war—"the road to Constantinople is

through Berlin"—and he set about it so to direct

the European situation that when the time came

Russia would be in a position where victory

would be probable.

(3) Hence, in 1910 he went to Paris. In 1912

his plans were notably furthered by the entry of

Raymond Poincare, a leader of the revenge and

military group in France, into the office of Pre-

mier and Foreign Minister of France. Poin-

care's dominating ambition was the restoration of

Alsace-Lorraine. Izvolski quickly saw that he

could exploit Poincare's desire to recover the

Lost Provinces in the interest of getting French

support for Russia's aspirations in regard to the

Straits. He received cordial support from Poin-

care. Though the two men disliked each other

personally, and distrusted each other to some de-

gree, they worked together with unwavering per-

sistence and consistency to advance their joint

program of a European war which would accom-

plish the dual result of returning Alsace-Lorraine

to France and securing the Straits for Russia.
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(4) Franco-Russian military cooperation had

been assured by 1893. A naval agreement was

worked out in July, 1912. Poincare was

opposed to war in the Balkans in 1912, because

the Russians were not yet ready for war and the

minds of the French people had not yet been pre-

pared for the prospect of a war over the Balkans.

Yet he feared a premature war less than he did

the prospect of Russia's getting the Straits with-

out the European war which was essential to the

recovery of Alsace-Lorraine. Hence, he prom-

ised that if Russia went to war with Germany

over the Balkans France would follow and make

the struggle a general European conflict. Poin-

care further safeguarded his scheme by insisting

that he have full knowledge of Russian diplo-

matic activity in the Balkans, lest events might

take some turn which would secure the Russian

ambitions without realizing the aims of France.

(5) While awaiting the satisfactory incident

in the Balkans over which war might be precipi-

tated, French and Russian military preparations

were to be hastened, and the French people

made ready for war by a campaign of anti-

German and anti-Austrian propaganda in the

French papers, whose editors and writers were

bribed by Russian funds obtained by Izvolski for

that purpose and disbursed under the direction

of Poincare, Klotz, Berthelot and Tardieu.

(6) In order to insure permanence in his for-



FRANCO-RUSSIAN WAR PLOT 149

eign policy, Poincare resigned as Premier and

Foreign Minister and became President of

France. He retained his control over foreign

policy, however, and informed Izvolski that all

important matters in foreign policy were to be

discussed with him directly.

(7) The moderately inclined French Ambas-

sador in St. Petersburg, Georges Louis, was re-

called and was replaced by the leader of the anti-

German sentiment in France, Delcasse, who

pressed the French war aims at St. Petersburg,

and supervised the disbursement of the French

loans to Russia, which were mainly directed to

financing the army increases and the building of

strategic railroads to the German frontier.

(8) England was brought into line with the

program of Izvolski and Sazonov through the

Grey-Cambon correspondence of November,

1912, and the preliminary arrangements for the

Anglo-Russian naval convention in the spring of

1914. While the French and Russians did not

feel thoroughly sure of British aid until August

2, 1914, subsequent events proved that Grey felt

that his promises and British interests bound him

to support France in any war with Germany.

(9) By December, 1913, Sazonov, the Russian

Foreign Minister, announced his conversion to

the war policy in regard to the Straits.

(10) On December 31, 1913, and February

8, 1914, the Russians held secret Crown Councils
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in which they considered the proposition of sud-

denly pouncing upon Turkey and seizing Con-

stantinople and the Straits. They rejected this

proposal in favor of awaiting a general Euro-

pean war.

(11) The Tsar, having promised Serbia Rus-

sian protection in the summer of 1913, received

the Serbian Premier early in 1914, heartily en-

couraged the Serbian nationalist ambitions, and

promised the Serbians arms and ammunition for

their army.

(12) The crux of the whole matter was ad-

mirably stated by Colonel House in his letter of

May 29, 1914, to President Wilson: "When-

ever England consents, France and Russia will

close in on Germany and Austria."
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CHAPTER IV

THE ASSASSIN ATI ON OF THE
ARCHDUKE AND THE AUSTRO-

SERBIAN CRISIS

I. THE POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT AND INTER-

NATIONAL RELATIONS OF SERBIA

In no respect has the newly revealed information

been more startling or revolutionary than with

regard to the explicit and direct guilt of Serbia in

precipitating the immediate causes of the World

War. Down to 1919 it was very generally be-

lieved that Serbia was an oppressed and innocent

little country, wholly lacking in responsibility for

the assassination of the Archduke, and desirous

of doing everything within the bounds of reason

to satisfy the utterly unjustifiable and insulting

demands of Austria-Hungary. The Commis-

sion appointed by the Peace Conference at Paris

in 1919 to investigate the responsibility for the

War reported that "a crime committed by an

Austro-Hungarian subject within territory of

the Dual Monarchy can in no way compromise

Serbia," and contended that "the war had arisen

in consequence of Austria-Hungary's deliberate

intention to destroy this brave little country." 1

153
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Recent evidence has, however, proved the full

guilt of the Serbian civil and military authorities.

The facts in this matter are brought together with

force, clarity and the most thorough scholarship

by Professor Sidney B. Fay in the New York

Times Current History Magazine for October

and November, 1925. Readers may be referred

to these articles, to Victor Serge's article in

Clarte for May, 1925, and to Miss Edith Dur-

ham's book, The Serajevo Crime, and her article

in Current History for February, 1927, for the

details of the murder plot and the revelations of

Serbian responsibility.

No examination of the guilt of Serbia could be

adequate which is not based upon an initial

understanding of the rudimentary political de-

velopment of the Balkan states in general as well

as of Serbia in particular. The prevailing tech-

nique of government in this area has been a mix-

ture of tyranny, intrigue and assassination. In

1903 the entire royal family of Serbia and most

of their ministers were assassinated in one of the

most brutal murders in the annals of political

history. Edward VII of England ostenta-

tiously blacklisted the dynasty which was

brought in by the wholesale murders. The pres-

ent dynasty of Serbia was thus installed, and it

was one of the members of the band of assassins

of 1903 who took the lead in the plot of 1914.

It must be made clear that however natural may
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have been the Serbian aspirations for the hegem-

ony of the Balkans and the realization of a

Greater Serbia, there was nothing in the politi-

cal life and institutions of Serbia which would

have justified intrusting Serbia with political

leadership and control. By 1914 she had not yet

learned the lessons of orderly self-government at

home, to say nothing of possessing the capacity

to bring adjacent peoples under her dominion.

Whatever the defects in the political methods of

the Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy, there

can be no doubt that Austria was far better fitted

to govern the Jugo-Slav peoples within her

boundaries than was Serbia to emancipate them

and bring them under her administration.

Nothing could be more misleading than Profes-

sor Slosson's comparison of the Serbian in-

triguers with the Italian followers of Mazzini and

Cavour. Serbian nationalism had been inflamed

by the Austrian annexation of Bosnia and

Herzegovina in 1908, the menacing attitude of

Austria in the period of the Balkan Wars of

1912-1913, and petty Austrian oppression in

such instances as the so-called "Pig War." 2

The Serbian plots and intrigues against Aus-

tria were encouraged by Russian approval and

by Russian support of Serbian officials and plot-

ters. The latter were given a feeling of assur-

ance and security by the Russian promises of

protection against Austria in the summer of 191.3
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and ill February, 1914. In other words, Russia

encouraged a type of Serbian activity which was

bound sooner or later to bring about an acute

Austro-Serbian crisis, and in 1914 intervened in

behalf of Serbia in this crisis which she had her-

self helped to create.
3

II. SERBIA AND THE SARAJEVO PEOT

1. The Plot and Its Authors

In 1910-1914 the Serbian plotting against

Austria for the emancipation of Bosnia and

Herzegovina and the independence and unifica-

tion of Jugo-Slavia exceeded all previous de-

velopments, and among these intrigues was the

"Black Hand" plot which actually brought on

the World War. The background of the plot to

assassinate the Archduke Franz Ferdinand, heir

apparent to the Austrian throne, must be found

in the general plotting of the "Black Hand," the

most aggressive and active of the various groups

which were busy organizing intrigues in Serbia

against the Austrian government. Among the

membership of about one hundred thousand were

many important officials in the Serbian army and

administrative force. They were encouraged in

their activity by Russian funds, the instigation

of secret Russian agents, and the definite under-

standing between the Serbian and Russian gov-

ernments that Russia would intervene to protect
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Serbia against any just punishment by the

Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy. The Rus-

sian minister at Belgrade, von Hartwig, who

handled the relations between the Russian and

Serbian governments in 1914, was one of the

most notorious and corrupt characters among the

unscrupulous Russian diplomats of the pre-War
period. 4

Even before January, 1914, the "Black

Hand" had decided that their great stroke

should be the assassination of Franz Ferdinand,

and they awaited an appropriate and suitable

time for the execution of the plot. In March of

1914 it became known that Franz Ferdinand

was to inspect the army manoeuvres at Sarajevo

in Bosnia during the following June. The con-

spirators seized upon this as the opportunity for

which they had been waiting, and plans were

quickly matured for the execution of the plot.
5

The leader was Colonel Dragutin Dimitrije-

vitch, the Chief of the Intelligence Division of

the Serbian General Staff, and one of the lead-

ers in the wholesale murders of 1903 which es-

tablished the reigning Serbian dynasty. 6 Seton-

Watson, nevertheless, calls him "an attractive

personality."
7 The three volunteers who were

chosen to carry out the actual assassination were

Tchabrinovitch, Printsip and Grabezh. By
some these men have been represented as pure

and noble-minded patriots, who, like Nathan
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Hale, regretted that they had only one life to give j

for their country. As a matter of fact they were
i

actually rattle-brained adventurers. Even R. f

W. Seton-Watson, whose hatred of Austria and i

whose love of the Serbians amounts to a verita- ]

ble obsession, has described them in the following

words: "All three were consumptive and neu-

rasthenic and found it hard to make ends meet,
j

and were ready for any deviltry."
8 They were ,

taken into tow by Dimitrijevitch and his aides,

Tankositch and Tsiganovitch. Tsiganovitch was

the friend and confidant of Premier Pashitch of

Serbia. These men gave the three prospective

assassins elaborate training in the use of revolv-

ers, furnished them with automatic pistols, am- J

munition and bombs from the Serbian arsenal,

and arranged the details of the process of smug- i

gling them into Bosnia where they awaited the

coming of the Archduke. 9

These facts were revealed by a courageous

professor of history at Belgrade, Stanoje Stano-
j

jevitch, a member of the Narodna Odbrana, an-

other Serbian nationalistic and revolutionary so-

ciety. It had been charged by some that the

Narodna Odbrana had been responsible for the

plot to assassinate the Archduke, and Stanoje-
j

vitch appears to have written his brochure in-

criminating Dimitrijevitch in order to clear his

own society. This pamphlet 10 was written in

1923, and revealed the complicity of the Serbian



THE AUSTEO-SEEBIAN CRISIS 159

army officers in the assassination plot. We did

not at that time know that the Serbian civil gov-

ernment possessed any information about the

plot before the assassination, and the Serbian

Premier, Mr. Pashitch, in 1914 repeatedly de-

nied any knowledge whatever of the plot or the

plotters. Since 1923 we have, however, received

the startling revelation that in 1914 the Serbian

cabinet knew about the plot nearly a month be-

fore the assassination took place. In 1924 an

exuberant volume was published in Belgrade

celebrating the tenth anniversary of the out-

break of the World War which had brought

such glorious results to the Serbians in the way

of the realization of the Greater Serbia aspira-

tions. To this volume, entitled The Blood of

Slavdom, one article was contributed by Mr.

Ljuba Jovanovitch, Minister of Education in the

Pashitch cabinet in July, 1914. 11 He reveals the

full knowledge of the plot possessed by the cabi-

net by the end of May, 1914: 12

At the outbreak of the World War, I was Minister

of Education in M. Nikola Pashitch's Cabinet. I have

recently written down some of my recollections and

some notes on the events of those days. For the

present occasion I have chosen from them a few ex-

tracts, because the time is not yet come for everything

to be disclosed.

I do not remember whether it was at the end of

May or the beginning of June, when one day M.
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Pashitch said to us (he conferred on these matters

more particularly with Stojan Protitch, who was

then Minister of the Interior ; but this much he said to

the rest of us) : that certain persons (neki) were mak-

ing ready to go to Sarajevo to murder Franz

Ferdinand, who was to go there to be solemnly re-

ceived on St. Vitus Day. As they told me afterward,

this plot was hatched by a group of secretly organized

persons and by patriotic Bosno-Herzegovinian students

in Belgrade. M. Pashitch and the rest of us said, and

Stojan agreed, that he should issue instructions to the

frontier authorities on the Drina to prevent the cross-

ing over of the youths who had already set out from

Belgrade for that purpose. But the frontier "au-

thorities" themselves belonged to the organization, and

did not carry out Stojan's instructions, but reported

to him (as he afterward told us) that the instructions

had reached them too late, because the youths had

already crossed over.

In spite of this information in the possession

of the Serbian cabinet, the Serbian government

took no active steps either to frustrate the plot or

to warn the Austrian government of the danger

to the Archduke in his prospective visit to Sara-

jevo. As Professor Fay puts it: "The Aus-

trian Foreign Office never received any 'warning'

of any kind from the Serbian government."
13

There is some evidence that Jovan Jovanovitch,

the Serbian Minister in Vienna, passed on a

hint to Bilinski, the Austrian Minister of Fi-

nance, that some Bosnian soldier at Sarajevo
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might substitute a ball cartridge for a blank cart-

ridge. It would appear that Bilinski, if he re-

ceived such information, never handed it on to

the Archduke or Count Berchtold. 14

From reliable Serbian sources the writer

learned in the summer of 1926 that the Serbian

King and Crown Prince were also thoroughly ac-

quainted with the plot before its execution, and

that the Crown Prince gave valuable presents to

the plotters and helped support their chief pub-

lication.

2. The Execution of the Plot

A number of authorities, most notably Mr. H.
Wickham Steed, author of the notorious myth
concerning the plot supposed to have been

hatched between the Kaiser and Franz Fer-

dinand for the conquest and redistribution of

Europe at their meeting at Konopischt in June,

191 4,
15 have stated that Austrian authorities

made no effort whatever to protect the Archduke
on his visit, thus indicating that many in the

Austrian government itself desired to see the

Archduke assassinated. There is no ground
whatever for this assertion. In the first place,

the Austrian authorities did not possess any

definite knowledge of the plot, and, in the second

place, what seemed to be thoroughly adequate

provisions for the protection of the Archduke
had been made. The great defect in the ar-
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rangements for the defense of the Archduke lay

in the fact that the detectives sent to protect

him at Sarajevo were strangers in the locality

and, hence, extremely ineffective in their pro-

tective measures. The only remaining precau-

tion which might have heen taken would have

been to bring a large detachment of troops into

Sarajevo, but such procedure would never have

been tolerated by a man of the personal bravery

of Franz Ferdinand. 10 One of the conspirators,

Mr. Jevtitch, tells of the seeming elaborateness

but practical helplessness of the precautionary

measures taken by the Austrians to protect the

Archduke in Sarajevo: 17

The preparations made by the Austrian police for

guarding the Archduke were as elaborate as they were

ineffective. On the day before the arrival of the Arch-

duke a complete cordon enveloped the city. Hundreds

of detectives came from Vienna in order to make the

surveillance more complete. . . . But all these new

agents, possibly even more zealous than those of

Bosnia, appeared at a great disadvantage. They

knew neither the language nor the identity of those

they were expected to watch. They examined the pass

of Printsip and let him enter Sarajevo, imagining,

doubtless, that they had passed a rural Bosnian going

to see the sights. In the same way they passed as

"merchandise" the bombs and arms coming from Tuzla.

The plot for the assassination of the Archduke

was so perfectly planned that there was no
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chance whatever of his escaping. The details

of the assassination were thus revealed to Mr.

Clair Price in 1924 by one of the conspirators of

1914: 18

Prinzip first learned of the Archduke's intended

visit to Serajevo in a paragraph which appeared in a

Zagreb paper in April, 1914. Somebody cut out the

paragraph and mailed it to Prinzip, who was then in

Belgrade, having been expelled from Serajevo by the

Austrian police. There was only the clipping in the

envelope, nothing else. Prinzip found all the help he

needed at Belgrade. The arms were smuggled in a

single package from Belgrade direct to Serajevo, and

were delivered to a man named Hitch, who was the

head of the organization here. Prinzip himself, along

with Gabrinowitsch and the other volunteers, were

smuggled across the frontier and into Serajevo by a

chain of Orthodox families, all of whom belonged to

the organization.

On the night before the assassination Prinzip sud-

denly appeared at his home in the country near here.

His people had supposed he was still in Belgrade, but

they asked no questions and he told them nothing.

He put his arms round his father, his mother and his

sister and kissed them good-bye. In five minutes he

was gone. At 7 o'clock the next morning he went to

a coffee house near the Hotel Central, where Hitch was

distributing the arms to the six volunteers. Given

the complete lack of protection which the Austrian

military authorities afforded to the Archduke that

morning, nothing on earth could have saved him. Six

men were waiting for him, and if Prinzip had missed
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him, there was another ready a few yards further along

in the street and another a few yards still further.

As it happened, only two of the six were needed.

The Archduke's train reached the station from his

general headquarters at Ilidja, a fashionable watering

place about ten miles from Serajevo, at 9 : 50 o'clock. I

An inspection of the guard delayed him at the station

until 10. The two and a half miles between the sta-

tion and the quay took him about fifteen minutes.
J

There were only three cars in the procession, the

Archduke, his wife and the Austrian Governor in the

first and the Archduke's staff in the two following,
j

The Mayor was to make an address of welcome at the

Town Hall, that big pink and yellow building further
|

up the quay above the corner here.

They passed Gabrinowitsch about 10:15, and, as

everybody knows, Gabrinowitsch's bomb was tipped out

of the car by the Archduke himself and exploded un-

der the car behind, injuring the Chief of Staff, who

was hurried away to the hospital at once, while the

Archduke's car continued along the quay to the Town

Hall without stopping. At the Town Hall the Mayor,

who knew nothing of the attack, began his address of

welcome, but the Archduke burst out, "What is the

good of your speeches? I come to Serajevo on a visit
j

and get bombs thrown at me. It is outrageous."

With that burst of temper the Archduke went back to

his car, intending to go to the hospital to see how

badly his Chief of Staff had been injured. At the

rate of speed at which his car traveled it took only

two minutes to return to this corner from the Town

Hall, but here his car had to slow down to make the
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turn. You can see for yourself that the turn is a

sharp one and the street is not very wide.

Prinzip and the rest of them were waiting here just

around the corner, and Prinzip himself jumped on

the running board of the car before it had time to

resume its speed. What he did is history. Both the

Archduke and his wife were dead almost before the

car could be stopped. It happened just here, on this

patch of new pavement on which we are standing.

It is interesting to follow briefly the career

of Dimitrijevitch, who led the plot. If the cul-

pable members of the Serbian civil government

have remained to gloat over the assassination,

such was not the good fortune of Dimitrijevitch.

By 1916 it began to appear that there was a

reasonable prospect that the Central Powers

would win the War, and particularly that Austria

would conquer Serbia. Pashitch and his asso-

ciates were panic-stricken, lest in such an eventu-

ality the Austrian government should take up

once more the question of the responsibility for

the murder plot of 1914 and discover the com-

plicity of the Serbians. Hence it was decided

that Dimitrijevitch must be removed. The
plans for his murder were put under the general

supervision of General Zivkovitch and this same

Ljuba Jovanovitch, who has more recently re-

vealed the prior knowledge possessed by the

Serbian cabinet concerning the plot. They were

aided by the renegade, Tsiganovitch. At first
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an attempt was made to assassinate Dimitrije-

vitch, but this failed. The Serbian government

then resorted to a faked-up charge of treason,

and condemned Dimitrijevitch to death by what

was a most notorious and obvious process of ju-

. dicial murder. He was shot at Saloniki in June,

1917. It is one of the most curious ironies of

fate in all history that the very information which

the Serbian government hoped would pass out of

existence with the death of Dimitrijevitch was

actually later revealed to the world by the same

man who was in general charge of the plans to

put Dimitrijevitch out of the way. 19

3. Serbian and Russian Responsibility

In the light of these facts we must certainly

agree with Professor Fay that the full responsi-

bility for the immediate crisis, which ultimately

was manipulated into the origins of a general

European war, falls entirely upon Serbia :

20

From what has been said above it will be seen that

the Serbian Government was doubly responsible for

the crime which became the occasion of the World

War. It was responsible for permitting, in spite of

its promises of 1909, the subversive nationalistic agi-

tation of the Narodna Odbrana and its affiliated agents,

which tended to encourage a series of political assas-

sinations of Austrian personages, of which the Sara-

jevo crime was but the culmination. It also was re :

sponsible for the Serbian officers who directly aided
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in the preparation of the plot in Belgrade and the

successful smuggling of the assassins and their weapons

across the frontier from Serbia into Bosnia. Fur-

thermore, the Pashitch Cabinet was aware of the plot

for nearly a month, but took no effective steps to

prevent its execution or to warn the Archduke of the

impending danger.

Even Professor Seton-Watson admits that un-

less new facts can be brought forth to disprove

the assertions of Stanojevitch, Jovanovitch and

Simitch, the Serbian government must be held

responsible for having plotted an assassination

designed to advance Serbian national aspirations

through provoking a European war: 21

Pubbc opinion in Europe and America is more

intei-ested than ever in the problem of responsibility

for the Great War, and is entitled to demand a full

and detailed explanation from Ljuba Jovanovitch and

from his chief, Mr. Pashitch. Failing that, it will

henceforth be necessary for the historian, while ex-

posing the aggressive Balkan policy of the Ballplatz

and emphasizing the criminal negligence of the Austro-

Hungarian authorities in Bosnia, to convict the

Serbian Government of the calculation that the as-

sassination might serve their national ends and in

oblivion of the fact that "murder will out." The

crime of Sarajevo is an indelible blot upon the move-

ment for Jugoslav unity.

As yet no evidence has been forthcoming to

alter the facts so thoroughly and competently
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amassed by Fay and Miss Durham. The anti-

Austrian group eagerly awaited Seton-Watson's
j

Sarajevo, but the book proved a distressing fail-

ure. The best the author could do was to at-

tempt to divert the reader's attention from Ser-

bia by suggesting who might have shot the Arch-

duke if he had not been assassinated by the Black

Hand.

It is important to note, however, that both

Fay and Seton-Watson deny that these facts

justified the action of Austria following June

28, 1914." We shall examine this matter more

thoroughly later, but it would seem that what-

ever the element of unwisdom in the Austrian

policy, in an absolute or cosmic sense, there can

be no doubt whatever that any other modern

state placed in Austria's position in the summer

of 1914 would certainly have acted as severely

and harshly in the circumstances as did Austria;

and, if we may judge from their activities in the

past, many would certainly have behaved in a

much more rash and precipitate fashion. Aus-

tria's action was unjustifiable and unpardonable

only in the sense that pacific diplomatic negotia-

tions must be viewed by all rational beings as su-

perior to the test and arbitrament of force. But

in 1914 no powerful state or group of states had

ever set the precedent for behaving in this ra-

tional fashion when confronted by an interna-

tional crisis as serious as that which faced Austria
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after June 28, 1914. As Lowes Dickinson has

well said (International Anarchy, p. 463) : "I

do not believe there was a State in existence that

would not, under similar circumstances, have de-

termined, as Austria did, to finish the menace,

once for all, by Avar."

As to the degree of the direct responsibility

of Russia for the assassination plot, and the

problem of whether Russian as well as Serbian

officials knew of the plot before it was executed

we cannot make any final statement as yet.

Russian encouragement of the general plotting is

fully established. The Russian minister in Bel-

grade, Hartwig, was informed of the plot long

before its execution. Colonel Bozine Simitch,

Bogitshevieh, and Leopold Mandl have shown

that Dimitrijevitch worked in collusion with

Artamanov, the Russian military attache in Bel-

grade. Izvolski reports that just after the as-

sassination he received a messenger from the King

of Serbia to the effect that "we (the Serbians)

have just done a good piece of work." This

would seem to indicate that Izvolski must have

been informed of the plot in advance of the assas-

sination. Early in June, 1914, after the assas-

sins had left for Bosnia, Sazonov at Constantza

inquired of the Rumanians as to what they would

do in the event that the Archduke was assassi-

nated on his visit to Bosnia. Miss Durham con-

cludes that "there are indications that at least an
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influential section of the Russian military were

cognizant and approved of the plot." It is as-

serted by Col. Simitch and Mandl that Dimitrije-

vitch held up the plans for the plot until the

Russian military attache got into touch with

Minister Hartwig and with St. Petersburg, and

received Russian approval, a Russian subsidy

and the promise of Russia to intervene to pro-

tect Serbia from Austria. 23 The complicity of

Hartwig and Artamanov in the Sarajevo Plot

was fully and independently confirmed to the

writer by informed Serbians in the summer of

1926.

4. Serbian Neglect in the Punishment

of the Plotters

The conduct of the Serbian government after

the assassination was as remiss as it had been

in its failure to warn the Austrian government

before the commission of the crime. During

nearly a month which intervened between the

assassination of Franz Ferdinand and the Aus-

trian ultimatum to Serbia, the Serbian govern-

ment undertook no independent investigation of

the responsibility for the murder on June 28th.

Two days after the murder the Austrian Minis-

ter at Belgrade inquired from the Serbian

government as to the measures already taken

or proposed to investigate the responsibility for

the double assassination and to punish the guilty.
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The Serbian government replied that "up till

now the police have not occupied themselves with

the affair."
24 Nor did they so occupy them-

selves in the weeks that followed. During this

same period the Serbian press glorified the as-

sassins, and proclaimed the act to be a noble

patriotic achievement. 24 " In estimating the sig-

nificance of such an attitude we must remember

that the Serbian government had, in 1909, made

a solemn promise to the Austrian government

that it would curb the intrigues and plots against

Austrian authority and punish those guilty of

such activity. Even the historical counsel and

advocate of the Jugo-Slavs, Mr. Seton-Watson,

can find little to excuse the conduct of the Ser-

bian government in the weeks following the as-

sassination:
25

The Serbian Government was, however, guilty of a

grave blunder in not immediately forestalling Vienna's

demands by instituting a searching inquiry of its own.

This omission is only very partially explained by

absorption in the electoral campaign. The com-

plicity of Major Tankositch and Tsiganovitch be-

came known at a very early stage, and it would at

least have been good tactics, if nothing else, to take

some action against two notoriously suspect charac-

ters. Inaction was all the more inexcusable, in view

of the frank warning administered by Hen* von

Zimmermann, the German Foreign Under-Secretary, to

the Serbian Charge d'Affaires in Berlin as early as

July 1. He emphasized the grave consequences of
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any failure of Serbia "to do her duty" by proceeding

against suspect persons : in that case "one could not

tell what would happen." It is indeed impossible to

deny Herr von Jagow's plea that the Belgrade Gov-

ernment, though giving official expression to its horror

at the crime, took no serious steps either to search

for its authors or to check propagandist excesses.

Disregarding the advice of its Minister in Vienna,

Jovan Jovanovitch, it remained inactive for three

weeks, and when at last on July 20 it presented at

Berlin a note formally inviting the German Govern-

ment to use its good offices at the Ballplatz, and affirm-

ing a desire to meet Austria's demands wherever pos-

sible, it was already far too late to produce any effect

either in Berlin or Vienna, and in point of fact merely

brought down a severe snub from Jagow upon the head

of the Charge d'Affaires. . . .

Energetic action by Mr. Pashitch during the week

or even fortnight following the murder would not of

course have led the war party in Vienna to renounce its

aims, but it would undoubtedly have deprived it of its

tactical position and increased the chances of friendly

mediation from the outside. To this extent, then, the

Pashitch Cabinet must share the responsibility for

what befell. It could no doubt plead absorption in

an electoral campaign which threatened the whole fu-

ture of the Badical Party, but a true grasp of Euro-

pean realities should have shown that infinitely more

was at stake.

Serbian apologists have attempted to extenu-

ate the action of Pashitch and his cabinet in

1914 on the ground that there were so many
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plots and rumors of plots against Austria rife

in Serbia that the Serbian government would

have had little time for anything else if it had

taken seriously the reports of every plot and

attempted to run it down and punish its instiga-

tors, but this seems to the writer a naive and

self-condemnatory excuse. If true, it would be

a striking reflection upon the degree to which

Serbia had made good its promises of 1909 to

suppress the plots against Austria. Further,

it is apparent from Jovanovitch's article that

the Serbian cabinet in early June, 1914, well

understood that the plan to murder the Archduke

was no bogus or merely rumored plot, and that

they further recognized the seriousness of the

plot and the results which might be expected to

follow its execution. Much more honest and

plausible was the statement of a Serbian student

to Miss Edith Durham, a leading English

authority on Jugo-Slavia: "Yes, it is a pity

so many men were killed ( in the World War )

,

but you see our plan has succeeded. We have

made Great Serbia."
20 As Miss Durham has

convincingly shown, it is as certain that the

Serbian plotters planned to make the assassina-

tion of the Archduke the means of precipitating

a European war as that the Austrian army and

civil government determined to make the same

deed the justification for the long delayed pun-

ishment of Serbia. The question is merely as to



174 GENESIS OF THE WORLD WAR

which was the more base and dangerous plan. 27

Much has been made of a savage attack upon
Miss Durham's book, The Serajevo Crime, by

R. W. Seton-Watson in the Slavonic Review for

December, 1925. The anti-Austrian group of

historians in this country and England have

hailed it with delight and proceeded upon the easy

assumption that it leaves her book without a leg

to stand on. Quite the opposite is the case.

Seton-Watson does not upset or disprove a single

vital assertion in this book or in Professor Fay's

erudite articles with regard to the complicity of

the Serbian government. It is one of those facile

and clever reviews, which, by a deadly assault

upon errors in minor details, endeavors to leave

the reader with an impression of having over-

thrown the major theses of the work. And cer-

tainly nothing of which he accuses Miss Durham
with respect to her characterization of books or

sources of information could be more misleading

or unscholarly than his own characterization of

Herr von Wegerer's Kriegsschuldfrage. Perti-

nent here is Dr. Bogitshevich's and Herr von

Wegerer's criticism of Seton-Watson's own re-

cent discussion of the Sarajevo crime in the

Kriegsschuldfrage for January, February- and

October 1926. As Miss Durham and Profes-

sor Fay have shown, Seton-Watson's own work,

Sarajevo, has proved a pathetic failure as an ef-

fort to clear the Serbs.
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in. Austria's determination to

PUNISH SERBIA

1. The Jeopardy of Austria-Hungary

The essential background for any comprehen-

sion of the Austrian attitude and conduct fol-

lowing the assassination must be found in an

understanding of the composition and organiza-

tion of the Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy.

It was made up in part of a large number of

Slavic peoples held together by the domination

of the Germans in Austria and Magyars in

Hungary. Any serious and successful revolt

of one of those subject nationalities would have

been a signal for similar efforts on the part of

the others, with the resulting disintegration of

the whole political structure of the Dual Mon-
archy. We need not necessarily take the view

that the preservation of the Dual Monarchy was

a matter of great moral import for the world at

large, but we can readily understand how Austro-

Hungarian statesmen would naturally have re-

garded it as the most vital necessity in their

whole political polic}^. For some time the great-

est menace to the integrity of the Austrian Em-
pire had been the plotting of Serbia for the

emancipation of the Jugo-Slavs under Austrian

domination. 28 Serbia was continually an irritat-

ing nuisance to Austria—worse than the Mexi-
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can menace to the United States in the palmiest

days of Francesco Villa. Judge Bausman has

well stated this parallel between Serbia and

Mexico: 2U

The relation of Serbia towards Austria was like

that of Mexico to us at its worst, multiplied tenfold.

Let us imagine that in the United States there were

several millions of Mexicans, and that a constant in-

trigue went on between Mexico and this body of our

citizens. To make the illustration simpler, suppose

that Mexico was a negro republic and that it was in

constant agitation of the negroes of the United States

against our government. Is not this a question which

we would insist upon settling ourselves, and if some

great Power like Russia resolved upon supporting

Mexico in any such course of conduct or upon taking

out of our hands the right of private settlement of our

disputes with Mexico, would we not regard that other

Power as aiming at our destruction?

American readers can perhaps get some idea

of the Austrian feeling by imagining the attitude

of the United States if Theodore Roosevelt and

his wife had been assassinated at El Paso, Texas,

on July 4, 1901, while watching a review of

the Rough Riders; their assassins having been

members of a notorious Mexican secret society

which had plotted for years against the United

States, with the Mexican papers acclaiming the

assassination as a noble and heroic act. There is
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little probability that under these circumstances

the United States would have delayed even long

enough to send an ultimatum to Mexico. In all

probability American military forces would have

been rushed into Mexico without any formal

diplomatic exchanges whatever. Certainly our

conduct in initiating the Spanish-American War
was less provoked than that of Austria and

no more creditable in the details of its execu-

tion.

With the assassination of the Archduke the

Austrian statesmen believed that a final and

definitive solution of the Serbian menace could

no longer be postponed with safety. The long

record of Serbian broken promises as to the ces-

sation and punishment of plots against Austria

convinced the statesmen of the Dual Monarchy

that decisive steps must now be taken against

Serbia. Great stores of arms had been secreted

in Bosnia, and the Serbs expected a national up-

rising after the assassination. Even Sir Ed-
ward Grey frankly admitted the situation justi-

fied a definite humiliation of Serbia. 30 If Serbia

was not properly punished, other plots and assas-

sinations might take place subsequently in other

parts of the Dual Monarchy with results wholly

disastrous to its existence. Even Count Berch-

told, the Austrian Foreign Minister, was aroused

from his political lethargy and interest in sports

to a determined attitude in the situation, and the
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Hungarian Premier, Count Tisza, was also soon

won over to the policy of strong action against

Serbia.
31

2. The Real Plans of Austro-Hungary

with Respect to Serbia in the

Crisis of 1914

As is the case with most other phases of the

pre-War diplomacy, little dependence can be

placed in the veracity of the Austrian or Serbian

public pronouncements, demands and promises

of 1914, and we must seek in the secret telegrams,

conferences and minutes of ministerial councils

the truth as to the real purposes and plans of

Austria in the crisis. Not having at our dis-

posal as yet the Serbian archives we cannot ar-

rive with such certainty as to the secret decisions

of Serbia in this period. The chief source for

the discovery of the basic Austrian policy is the

minutes of the Austro-Hungarian ministerial

council held in Vienna on July 7, 191 4.
32 From

this we quickly discern the fact that Berchtold

and the Austrian ministers desired a sudden sur-

prise attack upon Serbia, but were prevented

from this foolhardy policy by the opposition of

the Hungarian Premier, Count Tisza. He in-

sisted that the first move should be adequate

diplomatic demands upon Serbia. If these
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were refused he would approve a war upon

Serbia, provided the Austrian ministers would

agree in advance not to annex any part of Serbia.

Tisza expressed himself as believing that terri-

torial aggrandizement at the expense of Serbia

would surely bring in Russia and provoke a

European war. Berchtold and his group

sharply maintained the opposite position, and

contended that even the most thorough-going

diplomatic victory over Serbia would be useless,

as Serbia could not be trusted to fulfil her prom-

ises. War was necessary, and the quicker the

better. The longer it was postponed the more

dangerous would become the Serbian nuisance,

the more overwhelming the military strength of

France and Russia and the larger the probabil-

ity that they would interfere in any local puni-

tive war of Austria upon Serbia. Tisza, never-

theless, refused to yield, and the council came

to the following decision:
33

1. All present wish for a speedy decision of the con-

troversy with Servia, whether it be decided in a warlike

or a peaceful manner.

2. The council of ministers is prepared to adopt the

view of the Royal Hungarian Premier according to

which the mobilization is not to take place until after

concrete demands have been addressed to Servia and

after being refused, an ultimatum has been sent.

3. All present except the Royal Hungarian Premier
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hold the belief that a purely diplomatic success, even

if it ended with a glaring humiliation of Servia, would

be worthless and that therefore such stringent de-

mands must be addressed to Servia, that will make a

refusal almost certain, so that the road to a radical

solution by means of a military action should be

opened.

Tisza not only opposed the war plans at the

outset in the ministerial council, but also ex-

pressed the same views in a letter to the Austrian

Emperor on July 8th. Within the next ten

days, however, Tisza yielded in some degree to

the pressure of Berchtold, Krobatin, Bilinski,

Sturgkh, Forgach, Hoyos and others of the

war party and, at a second ministerial council

held on July 19th, consented to sending an ulti-

matum so severe that it could scarcely be expected

that Serbia would accept it, with the result that

Austria would then intervene through a military

invasion of Serbia.
34 Tisza still insisted, how-

ever, that the military action must be preceded

by diplomatic action, and that there be a public

declaration at the beginning of the actual war-

fare that Austria intended no annexations or

dismemberment at the expense of Serbia. He
forced the council to make the following declara-

tion:
35

The Common Council of Ministers at the proposi-

tion of the Royal Hungarian Premier votes that as

soon as the war begins, the monarchy declares to the



THE A USTRO-SEEBI AN CRISIS 181

foreign powers that no war for conquest is intended,

nor is the annexation of the kingdom (of Servia) con-

templated.

The Austrian Chief of Staff, Conrad von

Hotzendorf, in his unusually frank and illumi-

nating memoirs, candidly reveals the fact that the

army group in Austria were from the first for

quick and decisive military action against Serbia,

and were greatly irritated by the necessity of

awaiting prior diplomatic activities purely for the

purpose of making a favorable influence upon

European public opinion. 36

Some writers have quite legitimately pointed

out the fact that in his letter to the Kaiser,

drafted on July 2, 1914, the Austrian Emperor

had stated that "my government's efforts must in

the future be directed to isolating Serbia and re-

ducing its size." The Austrian war party was

undoubtedly in favor of this policy. But Tisza

quickly emphasized the fact that such a program

would, in all probability, bring about the inter-

vention of Russia and produce a European war.

He, therefore, forced the change of policy which

we have just described above. After Austria

had proclaimed before Europe that she would

respect Serbian territory there was little probabil-

ity that she would attempt to violate this promise.

Even Sazonov admitted that he believed Austria

on this point. Hence, what the Emperor may
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have stated on July 2nd, or what Berchtold and

his group may have wished for before being

blocked by Tisza, can in no sense be regarded as

the basis of Austrian policy after July 23rd.

Likewise, the marginal note of the Kaiser, stat-

ing that Austria must become ascendant in the

Balkans at the expense of Russia and Serbia, can-

not be held to be his dominating attitude after

he later changed his mind when Serbia made her

apparently conciliatory reply to Austria.

From the above it will be quickly discernible

that only in the light of these secret documents

can we approach intelligently the policies and

communications of Austria-Hungary in 1914 in

regard to Serbia. Without these we might natu-

rally suppose that Austria desired a diplomatic

and juristic adjustment, when she actually

aimed at nothing of the kind. The ultimatum

of Austria to Serbia was to be purely a ruse to

create a more favorable impression upon Euro-

pean opinion than might be expected to follow

a precipitate military occupation of Serbia.

This stratagem, it was believed, would make

France and Russia less likely to intervene to

prevent a local punitive Avar, particularly when

coupled with the promise to respect the terri-

torial integrity of Serbia. In other words, the

Austrian ultimatum had a purpose identical in

character with that of the French frontier with-
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drawal order of July 30th. On the other hand,

this proof that Austria from the beginning in-

tended war, and that the ultimatum was not only

severe but not made in good faith, does not in

itself demonstrate that Austria was wrong or

immoral in her conduct. Such a conclusion

could be arrived at only by proving that anything

less than war would have been adequate to clear

up the Serbian menace, and by showing that

Austria could have proceeded to a war with

Serbia in some manner less likely to incite Russia

and France to legitimate intervention. No one,

to the writer's knowledge, has yet been able to

bring; forward conclusive evidence to establish

either of these two potential indictments of

Austrian procedure.37

Professor Schmitt has contended that Austria

might have solved the Jugo-Slav problem by a

more liberal policy in regard to the Slavic peoples

within the Austrian Empire, but he apparently

overlooked the fact that it was the Archduke's

plan to give the Austrian Slavs greater freedom

in a tripartite monarchy which was a chief rea-

son for the Serbian determination to assassinate

Franz Ferdinand. There was nothing which the

adherents to the Greater Serbia idea more feared

than a change of Austrian policy which would

make Serbians contented with Austrian rule and

reluctant to fight for independence.
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3. Germany Agrees to Support Austria

in Punishing Serbia

Two steps were essential before launching upon
the scheme of punishment. One was to obtain the

consent of Germany to the punitive policy, and

the other was to carry out a careful investiga-

tion of the assassination plot and of the responsi-

bility of the Serbian government in the premises.

Down to June 28, 1914, Germany had con-

sistently opposed forcible Austrian intervention

against Serbia. As late as July 1, 1914, Count

Tisza, the Hungarian Prime Minister, accused

the Kaiser of special fondness for Serbia.
38

But Berchtold and Hotzendorf believed that the

Kaiser would be so horrified by this last Serbian

outrage that he would at last give his consent to

strong Austrian measures against Serbia. They
counted rightly upon the Kaiser's change of

heart. Berchtold formulated a personal letter

from the Austrian Emperor to the Kaiser, calling

attention to the imminent dangers which threat-

ened the Dual Monarchy as the result of the

Serbian plots which had culminated in the assas-

sination of Franz Ferdinand, and asking for Ger-

man approval of such punitive action against

Serbia as Austria might find necessary.39 One
of Berchtold's subordinates, Hoyos, was sent

from Vienna to Berlin with this message, which

was presented to the Kaiser on July 5 by the
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Austrian Ambassador in Berlin, Count Szog-

yeny.40 The next day Bethmann-Hollweg, the

German Chancellor, transmitted to Szogyeny

the official statement of the policy of supporting

Austria which the Kaiser and his ministers had

decided upon. 41

Austria must judge what is to be done to clear up

her relation to Serbia ; whatever Austria's decision

may turn out to be, Austria can count with certainty

upon it, that Germany will stand behind her as an ally

and friend.

Bethmann-Hollweg also telegraphed to Tschir-

schky, the German Ambassador at Vienna: 4 "

As far as concerns Serbia, His Majesty, of course,

cannot interfere in the dispute now going on between

Austria-Hungary and that country, as it is a matter

not within his competence. The Emperor Franz Jos-

eph may, however, rest assured that His Majesty will

faithfully stand by Austria-Hungary, as is required by

the obligations of his alliance and of his ancient friend-

ship.

This is the famous blank cheque which Ger-

many gave to Austria. That this reversal of the

previous restraining policy of Germany was

foolish and ill-advised cannot be denied. The

Kaiser himself, later in the month, frankly ad-

mitted this to be the case, and remarked in high

irritation that he and Bethmann-Hollweg had

thereby inserted their necks into a noose,
43—the
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complete truth of which assertion he very im-

perfectly understood in 1914. Yet it must be

kept clearly in mind that on July 5th the Kaiser

felt certain that Austria would be able to take all

necessary steps against Serbia without bringing

on a European war. It should also be pointed

out that Poincare had given Russia what

amounted to a free hand in the Balkans in the

fall of 1912; and, on his trip to St. Petersburg

later in July, 1914, he apparently gave Russia

the same blank cheque in regard to the Austro-

Serbian crisis that the Kaiser had extended to

Austria on July 6, 1914.44 And while the

Kaiser only hastily and in a state of unusual

excitement permitted his ally to undertake a

program which was deemed essential to the in-

tegrity of the Dual Monarchy, with the firm be-

lief that such punitive policy would not bring

about a general European war, Poincare calmly

and deliberately encouraged Russia so to act,

where her national safety and territorial integrity

were in no sense at stake, that a general Euro-

pean war would be inevitable.
45

4. The Austrian Investigation of the

Assassination Plot

The secret investigation of Serbian responsi-
j

bility for the assassination of the Archduke,

which was ordered by Count Rerchtold, was en-
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trusted to Dr. Friedrich von Wiesner, who

spent the three days from July 11 to July 13

at Sarajevo investigating the evidence which

had been brought together for his scrutiny. His

general conclusion was that while the Serbian

government could not be proved to have in-

stigated the plot, nevertheless the plot had

originated in Serbia and had been carried

out by secret societies whose activity had been

tolerated by the Serbian government.46

On April 4, 1919, the experts of the American

delegation to the Paris Peace Conference, Sec-

retary of State Robert Lansing, and Dr. James

Brown Scott, cited as the only essential part of

the von Wiesner report to Count Berchtold the

following paragraph: 47

Herr von Wiesner to the Ministry of Foreign Af-

fairs in Vienna:

Serajevo, July 13th, 1914. 1.10 p. m.

Nothing to show or even to lead one to conjecture

the complicity of the Serbian Government or that it.

directed or prepared the crime or that it supplied the

weapons used. On the contrary there is evidence that

would appear to show that such complicity is out. of

the question.

How far this single paragraph, torn from its

context is in reality from being the gist of

von Wiesner's report may be seen from the fol-
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lowing complete statement of von WiesnerV
memorandum to Berchtold: 48

That Pan-Serbian propaganda is being carried on
j

here from Serbia as a centre, not only through the

press but also through Clubs and other organizations,

and further that this is taking place with the en-

couragement as well as with the knowledge and ap-

proval of the Serbian Government, is the conviction of

authoritative circles here. The material that has been

laid before me by the civil and military authorities as

the basis on which they have formed their conviction

may be characterized as follows : the material belong-

ing to the period preceding the assassination offers no

evidence that would lead me to suppose that propa-

ganda was encouraged by the Serbian Government.

There is, however, material which though sparse is suf-

ficient to show that this movement with Serbia as a

centre was fostered by Clubs with the toleration of the

Serbian Government.

Investigation of the crime

:

There is nothing to show the complicity of the Ser-

bian Government in the directing of the assassination

or in its preparation or in the supplying of weapons.

Nor is there anything to lead one even to conjecture

such a thing. On the contrary, there is evidence that

would appear to show that such complicity is out of

the question. From the statements of the persons

charged with the crime, it has been ascertained in a

manner hardly controvertible that the crime was re-

solved upon in Belgrade and that it was prepared with

the assistance of a Serbian state official named Cigan-
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ovic and of Major Tancosic, these two men providing

the bombs, ammunition and cyanide of potassium.

The participation of Pribicevic has not been proven

and the first reports on this point are due to a re-

grettable misunderstanding on the part of the police

authorities investigating the case. It has been proved

objectively and beyond all doubt that the bombs origi-

nally came from the Serbian army magazine at Kragu-

jevac, but there is no evidence to show that they had

only recently been taken from this magazine for the

special purpose for which they were employed, as

the bombs may have belonged to the war stores of the

Comitatschis.

Judging by the statements made by the accused, we

can scarcely doubt that Princip, Cabrinovic and

Grabez were secretly smuggled across the frontier into

Bosnia with bombs and arms by Serbian organs at the

instigation of Ciganovic. These organized transports

were conducted by the Frontier Captains at Schabatz

and Loznica and carried out by organs of the excise

guards. Even though it has not been ascertained

whether these men were aware of the purpose of the

journey, they must surely have assumed the mysterious

nature of the mission. Other investigations made sub-

sequent to the assassination throw light upon the or-

ganization of the propaganda of the Narodna Od-

brana. The material obtained is valuable and can be

turned to account. It has yet to be carefully exam-

ined. Investigations are being made with all speed.

In the event of intentions which prompted my de-

parture still remaining unchanged, the demands could

be still further extended

:
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(a) The suppression of co-operation of Serbian
|

government organs in the smuggling of persons)
|

and articles across the frontier.
;

(b) Dismissal of Serbian Frontier Captains at Scha-i
j

batz and Loznica, as well as of the excise guard

organs concerned.

(c) Prosecution of Ciganovic and Tankosic.

I leave this evening, arriving Vienna Tuesday eve-
J

ning. Will come straight to the Ministry. It is nec-

essary that I should supplement my remarks withj

verbal report.

5. The Austrian Ultimatum and

the Serbian Reply

Austria delayed ten days more before send-

ing her ultimatum to Serbia. Up to July 14th 1

the delay had been chiefly to have time to convert!)

Count Tisza to vigorous action against Serbia,!

and to await the report of Dr. von Wiesner.)

The ten days' delay between July 14th and July !

23rd, when the ultimatum was ultimately dis->

patched, was due to the Austrian desire to allow

time for Poincare to leave St. Petersburg and be

on his way back to France before the ultimatum

was delivered.
49 Austria preferred to have Poin-

care out of Russia before she made her demands

upon Serbia, for she quite correctly feared that

Poincare would incite the Russians to interven- I

tion, which would make it all the more difficult to
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localize the Austrian punishment of Serbia.
50

This demonstrates, however, that Austria desired,

above all, to avoid a European war; otherwise

she would have wished to submit her ultimatum

while Poincare was in St. Petersburg, in order

to make the world conflict that much more

certain and inevitable. We now know that

Austria's precautions in this respect were all in

vain. Though Poincare did not know of the

terms of the Austrian ultimatum when he was

in St. Petersburg, he urged the Russians to take

a strong stand in regard to whatever action

Austria decided upon, and promised complete

French aid to the Russians in whatever policy

they decided upon. This promise was subse-

f quently confirmed by Paleologue, and by Viviani

! from Reval on July 24th.
51 In his defense of

his alleged innocence as to war guilt in Foreign
;

Affairs for October, 1925, Poincare naively sug-

i

gests that Austria desired to have him out of

Russia before sending the ultimatum, because she

felt that if he were on his way home there would

be much greater probability of localizing the

punitive action against Serbia. He does not

I seem to realize that this statement is a boomer-

1 aner, and one of the best bits of evidence which

we have that Austria ardently desired to avoid a

i general European war.

In formulating the specific terms of the ulti-

matum Austria acted entirely independently of
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Germany. Bethmann-Hollweg did not receive a

copy of the ultimatum until the evening of July

22, the night before its delivery, and the Kaiser

first learned of the terms through a newspaper ac-

1

count which he read while on his vacation

cruise.
5 " Both Bethmann-Hollweg and von

Jagow, the German Foreign Minister, believed

the ultimatum too harsh,
53 but made no effort to

j

protest, as they still adhered to the policy they

had enunciated on July 6th of allowing Austria

a free hand in the premises. The actual text of
|

the Austrian ultimatum to Serbia here follows:
54

On the 31st March, 1909, the Servian Minister in

Vienna, on the instructions of the Servian Government,

made the following declaration to the Imperial and

Royal Government:

"Servia recognizes that the fait accompli regarding

Bosnia has not affected her rights, and consequently

she will conform to the decisions that the Powers may

take in conformity with Article 25 of the Treaty of

Berlin. In deference to the advice of the Great Pow-

ers Servia undertakes to renounce from now onward

the attitude of protest and opposition which she has

adopted with regard to the annexation since last

Autumn. She undertakes, moreover, to modify the di-

rection of her policy with regard to Austria-Hungary

and to live in the future on good neighborly terms with

the latter."

The history of recent years, and in particular the

painful events of the 28th June last, have shown the

existence of a subversive movement with the object of
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detaching a part of the territories of Austria-Hungary

from the monarchy. The movement, which had its

birth under the eye of the Servian Government, has

gone so far as to make itself manifest on both sides of

the Servian frontier in the shape of acts of terrorism

and a series of outrages and murders.

Far from carrying out the formal undertakings con-

tained in the declaration of the 31st March, 1909, the

Royal Servian Government has done nothing to repress

these movements. It has permitted the criminal mach-

inations of various societies and associations directed

against the monarchy and has tolerated unrestrained

language on the part of the press, the glorification of

the perpetrators of outrages, and the participation of

officers and functionaries in subversive agitation. It

has permitted an unwholesome propaganda in public

instruction. In short, it has permitted all manifesta-

tions of a nature to incite the Servian population to

hatred of the monarchy and contempt of its institu-

tions.

This culpable tolerance of the Royal Servian Gov-

ernment had not ceased at the moment when the events

of the 28th June last proved its fatal consequences to

the whole world.

It results from the depositions and confessions of

the criminal perpetrators of the outrage of the 28th

June that the Serajevo assassinations were planned in

Belgrade, that the arms and explosives with which the

murderers were provided had been given to them by

Servian officers and functionaries belonging to the

Narodna Odbrana, and, finally, that the passage into

Bosnia of the criminals and their arms was organized
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and effected by the chiefs of the Servian frontier

service.

The above-mentioned results of the Magisterial in-

vestigation do not pei-mit the Austro-Hungarian Gov-

ernment to pursue any longer the attitude of expectant

forbearance which it has maintained for years in face

of the machinations hatched in Belgrade, and thence

propagated in the territories of the monarchy. The

results, on the contrary, impose on it the duty of

putting an end to the intrigues which form a perpetual

menace to the tranquility of the monarchy.

To achieve this end the Imperial and Royal Govern-

ment sees itself compelled to demand from the Royal

Servian Government a formal assurance that it con-

demns this dangerous propaganda against the mon-

archy; in other words, the whole series of tendencies,

the ultimate aim of which is to detach from the

monarchy territories belonging to it, and that it under-

takes to suppress by every means this criminal and

terrorist propaganda.

In order to give a formal character to this under-

taking the Royal Servian Government shall publish on

the front page of its Official Journal of the 26th June

(13th July) the following declaration:

"The Royal Government of Servia condemns the

propaganda directed against Austria-Hungary—i. e.,

the general tendency of which the final aim is to detach

from the Austro-Hungarian monarchy territories be-

longing to it, and it sincerely deplores the fatal conse-

quences of these criminal proceedings.

"The Royal Government regrets that Servian offi-

cers and functionaries participated in the above-
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mentioned propaganda and thus compromised the good

neighborly relations to which the Royal Government

was solemnly pledged by its declaration of the 31st

March, 1909.

"The Royal Government, which disapproves and re-

pudiates all idea of interfering or attempting to inter-

fere with the destinies of the inhabitants of any part

whatsoever of Austria-Hungary, considers it its duty

formally to warn officers and functionaries, and the

whole population of the kingdom, that henceforward it

will proceed with the utmost rigor against persons who

may be guilty of such machinations, which it will use

all its efforts to anticipate and suppress."

This declaration shall simultaneously be communi-

cated to the royal army as an order of the day by his

Majesty the King and shall be published in the Official

Bulletin of the army.

The Royal Servian Government further undertakes

:

1. To suppress any publication which incites to

hatred and contempt of the Austro-Hungarian Mon-
archy and the general tendency of which is directed

against its territorial integrity

;

2. To dissolve immediately the society styled Na-

rodna Odbrana, to confiscate all its means of propa-

ganda, and to proceed in the same manner against

other societies and their branches in Servia which en-

gage in propaganda against the Austro-Hungarian

Monarchy. The Royal Government shall take the

necessary measures to prevent the societies dissolved

from continuing their activity under another name and

form

;

3. To eliminate without delay from public instruc-
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tion in Servia, both as regards the teaching body and

also as regards the methods of instruction, everything

that serves, or might serve, to foment the propaganda

against Austria-Hungary

;

4*. To remove from the military service, and from

the administration in general, all officers and func-

tionaries guilty of propaganda against the Austro-

Hungarian Monarchy whose names and deeds the

Austro-Hungarian Government reserves to itself the

right of communicating to the Royal Government;

5. To accept the collaboration in Servia of repre-

sentatives of the Austro-Hungarian Government in

the suppression of the subversive movement directed

against the territorial integrity of the monarchy

;

L
6. To take judicial proceedings against accessories

to the plot of the 28th June who are on Servian terri-

tory. Delegates of the Austro-Hungarian Govern-

ment will take part in the investigation relating

thereto

;

7. To proceed without delay to the arrest of Major

Voija Tankositch and of the individual named Milan

Ciganovitch, a Servian State employe, who have been

compromised by the results of the magisterial inquiry

at Serajevo

;

8. To prevent by effective measures the co-operation

of the Servian authorities in the illicit traffic in arms

and explosives across the frontier, to dismiss and

punish severely the officials of the frontier service at

Schabatz and Loznica guilty of having assisted the

perpetrators of the Serajevo crime by facilitating

their passage across the frontier;

9. To furnish the Imperial and Royal Government
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with explanations regarding the unjustifiable utter-

ances of high Servian officials, both in Servia and

abroad, who, notwithstanding their official position, did

not hesitate after the crime of the 28th June to ex-

press themselves in interviews in terms of hostility to

the Austro-Hungarian Government ; and, finally,

10. To notify the Imperial and Royal Government

without delay of the execution of the measures com-

prised under the preceding heads.

The Austro-Hungarian Government expects the re-

ply of the Royal Government at the latest by 6 o'clock

on Saturday evening, the 25th July.

A memorandum dealing with the results of the mag-

isterial inquiry at Serajevo with regard to the officials

mentioned under heads (7) and (8) is attached to this

note.

As to the nature and justifiability of this ulti-

matum there is ample opportunity for the widest

variety of opinions.
55 From the standpoint of

the Austrian statesmen, however, who had as

their background the long period of intrigues

and broken promises on the part of Serbia, and

who were faced on the immediate occasion with

the hideous murder of their prospective monarch,

it can scarcely be held that they could have been

expected to adopt a more moderate or con-

ciliatory tone.
50 It is true that the fifth and

sixth demands of Austria, to the effect that Ser-

bia should accept the collaboration of Austrian

authorities in suppressing Serbian intrigues
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against Austria, was scarcely compatible with

the rights and dignity of a sovereign state. The
vital question at issue is as to whether, in the

light of her conduct towards Austria, Serbia

was really entitled to be treated as an independ-

ent and civilized political community. On this

point the Manchester Guardian for August 3,

1914, said: "If one could tow Serbia to the

edge of the ocean and swamp it. the atmosphere

of Europe would be cleared." The reactionary

British journal, John Bull, expressed itself in a

similar vein on August 8, 1914: "Serbia ought

to disappear. Let us efface it from the map of

Europe." 57

It is certain that the total failure of Serbia's

past promises to put down intrigues against

Austria within her boundaries had made it quite

apparent to the Vienna statesmen that Serbia

could not be trusted to carry out her promises

in this regard. If there was to be any prospect

of a suppression of the nationalistic plots, this

would have to be achieved under Austrian super-

vision, however much this might intrude upon

the sovereignty of Serbia. It must be clear then

that point five was the real core of the Austrian

ultimatum. For Serbia to reject this meant for

all practical purposes the rejection of the whole

ultimatum: but this was exactly the point which

Serbia refused to concede. This demonstrates

the fallacy in the easy remark of many commen-



THE AUSTEO-SERBIAN CRISIS 199

tators to the effect that Serbia acceded to all of

the Austrian demands save one.
58

Nevertheless, our knowledge that the Austrian

civil authorities shaped their policy wholly with

the aim in view of forcing a situation where war

with Serbia would be inevitable, and with a com-

plete determination not to rest satisfied with

even sweeping diplomatic and juristic triumphs,

makes it impossible for the informed reader to

take very seriously the Austrian defense of the

ultimatum as a document designed to effect a

pacific adjustment of the crisis with Serbia.

One may forgive the Austrians for desiring a

war with Serbia, but he can have little respect

for their quibbling and pretensions about a will-

ingness to settle the dispute by diplomatic nego-

tiations and juristic processes. The Austrians

would have been as much disappointed if the

Serbians had fully accepted their ultimatum as

Sir Edward Grey would have been if Germany

had not invaded Belgium. 59

The Serbian reply to the Austrian ultimatum

can only be understood when viewed in the light

of the plans of France and Russia. If Austria

hypocritically planned her diplomatic approach

to the Serbian problem in order to make the pro-

posed punitive war more palatable to European

opinion, so did France and Russia similarly uti-

lize the opportunity afforded by the Serbian

answer better to prepare Europe for the initia-
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tion of the European conflict involved in their

program. France and Russia desired to avoid,

above all, either a truculent and arrogant attitude

or an actual declaration of war on the part of

Serbia. European opinion was still on the side

of Austria on account of the murder of the Arch-
duke. For Serbia to have made a haughty and
insulting reply to the Austrian demands would
have made matters still worse. For her to have

declared war on Austria would not only have af-

fected European opinion very unfavorably, but

would have precipitated hostilities before Russia

could have mobilized over her vast area.

The first efforts of France and Russia were,

therefore, directed towards securing an extension

of time for the Serbian reply, so as to give

France, and particularly Russia, more time for

their military preparations before Austria de-

clared war on Serbia. We know from Dobrorol-

ski that the Russian army officials assumed that

the European war was on when they heard of

the terms of the Austrian ultimatum. Baron
Schilling has recently revealed the fact that Sazo-

nov expressed the same opinion. In fact, on

reading the Austrian ultimatum he specifically

exclaimed: "C'est la guerre europeenne." If

France and Russia were to precipitate a Euro-
pean war in the guise of protectors of Serbia, it

was necessary to do everything possible to make
such intervention attractive before European and
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world opinion. Serbia must be made to appear

a "brave and innocent little country" who had

gone to extreme limits in surrendering to the Aus-

trian demands—but had not quite acquiesced.

For Serbia to have acceded to all of the Austrian

demands would have been as embarrassing to

France and Russia as to Austria.

To carry out this program of putting the "soft-

pedal" on Serbia, the Russian Ministerial Coun-

cil of July 24, 1914, decided to advise Serbia to

avoid above everything else declaring war on

Austria, and to make a response conciliatory in

tone and content alike. France went even fur-

ther. Philippe Berthelot, deputy political direc-

tor of the French Foreign Office, and an influ-

ential person with Poincare, once boasted to

Jacques Mesnil that he got hold of M. Vesnitch,

Serbian Minister in Paris, and drafted in outline

the Serbian reply to Austria. This reply, as we

shall see, was formulated in very conciliatory

language, feigned great friendliness for and

humility toward Austria, and seemed to consent

to everything of significance in the Austrian ul-

timatum, while actually rejecting the only really

important item in it. In this way, Serbia, as

well as France and Russia later, were put in a

good light before world opinion and Austria in

an equally disadvantageous position when she

proceeded to carry out the secret plans of the

Austrian ministers and attack Serbia. In the
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diplomatic ruses of the Entente before the War
there was no more clever bit of subterfuge than
the planning of the Serbian response to Austria.

As we shall learn later it sufficed completely to de-

ceive even the Kaiser. These facts about the

Serbian responsibility for the assassination and
about the Serbian and Entente designs in the

Serbian reply to Austria expose with deadly

thoroughness the preposterous implications of

naive Serbian innocence and pacific expectations

contained in Mr. Armstrong's article in Foreign
Affairs (American) for January, 1927. The
Serbian reply, submitted on July 25th, fol-

lows: 00

The Royal Servian Government have received the

communication of the Imperial and Royal Government
of the 10th (i.e. 23rd, N. S., Author) instant, and are

convinced that their reply will remove any misunder-

standing which may threaten to impair the good neigh-

borly relations between the Austro-Hungarian Mon-
archy and the Kingdom of Servia.

Conscious of the fact that the protests which were

made both from the tribune of the national Skupshtina

and in the declarations and actions of the responsible

representatives of the State—protests which were cut

short by the declaration made by the Servian Govern-

ment on the 18th March, 1909—have not been renewed

on any occasion as regards the great neighboring Mon-
archy, and that no attempt has been made since that

time, either by the successive Royal Governments or by

their organs, to change the political and le^al state of
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affairs created in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Royal

Government draw attention to the fact that in this

connection the Imperial and Royal Government have

made no representation except one concerning a school

book, and that on that occasion the Imperial and

Royal Government received an entirely satisfactory ex-

planation. Servia has several times given proofs of

her pacific and moderate policy during the Balkan

crisis, and it is thanks to Servia and to the sacrifice

that she has made in the exclusive interest of Euro-

pean peace that that peace has been preserved. The

Royal Government cannot be held responsible for man-

ifestations of a private character, such as articles in

the press and the peaceable work of societies—manifes-

tations which take place in nearly all countries in the

ordinary course of events, and which as a general rule

escape official control. The Royal Government are all

the less responsible in view of the fact that at the time

of the solution of a series of questions which arose be-

tween Servia and Austria-Hungary they gave proof of

a great readiness to oblige, and thus succeeded in

settling the majority of these questions to the advan-

tage of the two neighboring countries.

For these reasons the Royal Government have been

pained and surprised at the statements according to

which members of the Kingdom of Servia are sup-

posed to have participated in the preparations for the

crime committed at Serajevo; the Royal Government

expected to be invited to collaborate in an investiga-

tion of all that concerns this crime, and they were

ready, in order to prove the entire correctness of their

attitude, to take measures against any persons con-
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cerning whom representations were made to them.

Falling in, therefore, with the desire of the Imperial

and Royal Government, they are prepared to hand

over for trial any Servian subject, without regard to

his situation or rank, of whose complicity in the crime

of Serajevo proofs are forthcoming, and more especially

they undertake to cause to be published on the first

page of the "Journal officiel," on the date of the 13th

(26th) July, the following declaration:

"The Royal Government of Servia condemn all

propaganda which may be directed against Austria-

Hungary, that is to say, all such tendencies as aim at

ultimately detaching from the Austro-Hungarian Mon-

archy territories which form part thereof, and they

sincerely deplore the baneful consequences of these

criminal movements. The Royal Government regret

that, according to the communication from the Im-

perial and Royal Government, certain Servian officers

and officials should have taken part in the above-

mentioned propaganda, and thus compromise the good

neighborly relations to which the Royal Servian Gov-

ernment was solemnly engaged by the declaration of

the 31st March, 1909, which declaration disapproves

and repudiates all idea or attempt at interference with

the destiny of the inhabitants of any part whatsoever

of Austria-Hungary, and they consider it their duty

formally to warn the officers, officials, and entire popu-

lation of the kingdom that henceforth they will take

the most rigorous steps against all such persons as are

guilty of such acts, to prevent and to repress which

they will use their utmost endeavor."

This declaration will be brought to the knowledge of



THE AUSTRO-SERBIAN CRISIS 20.r>

the Royal Army in an order of the day, in the name of

his Majesty the King, by his Royal Highness the

Crown Prince Alexander, and will be published in the

next official army bulletin.

The Royal Government further undertake:

1. To introduce at the first regular convocation of

the Skupshtina a provision into the press law provid-

ing for the most severe punishment of incitement to

hatred or contempt of the Austro-Hungarian Mon-

archy, and for taking action against any publication

the general tendency of which is directed against the

territorial integrity of Austria-Hungary. The Gov-

ernment engage at the approaching revision of the

Constitution to cause an amendment to be introduced

into Article 22 of the Constitution of such a nature

that such publication may be confiscated, a proceeding

at present impossible under the categorical terms of

Article 22 of the Constitution.

2. The Government possess no proof, nor does the

note of the Imperial and Royal Government furnish

them with any, that the "Narodna Odbrana" and other

similar societies have committed up to the present any

criminal act of this nature through the proceedings of

any of their members. Nevertheless, the Royal Gov-

ernment will accept the demand of the Imperial and

Royal Government and will dissolve the "Narodna

Odbrana" Society and every other society which may

be directing its efforts against Austria-Hungary.

3. The Royal Servian Government undertake to re-

move without delay from their public educational es-

tablishments in Servia all that serves or could serve to

foment propaganda against Austria-Hungary, when-
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ever the Imperial and Royal Government furnish them j

with facts and proofs of this propaganda.

4. The Royal Government also agree to remove

from military service all such persons as the judicial

inquiry may have proved to be guilty of acts directed

against the integrity of the territory of the Austro-

Hungarian Monarchy, and they expect the Imperial 1

and Royal Government to communicate to them at a

later date the names and acts of these officers and of-

ficials for the purposes of the proceedings which are

to be taken against them.

5. The Royal Government must confess that they do

not clearly grasp the meaning or the scope of the de-

mand made by the Imperial and Royal Government

that Servia shall undertake to accept the collaboration

of the organs of the Imperial and Royal Government

upon their territory, but they declare that they will

admit such collaboration as agrees with the principle

of international law, with criminal procedure, and with
|

good neighborly relations.

6. It goes without saying that the Royal Govern-

ment consider it their duty to open an inquiry against

all such persons as are, or eventually may be, implicated

in the plot of the 15th (28th) June, and who happen to

be within the territory of the kingdom. As regards

the participation in this inquiry of Austro-Hungarian

agents or authorities appointed for this purpose by the

Imperial and Royal Government, the Royal Govern-

ment cannot accept such an arrangement, as it would

be a violation of the Constitution and of the law of

criminal procedure ; nevertheless, in concrete cases

communications as to the results of the investigation
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in question might be given to the Austro-Hungarian

agents.

7. The Royal Government proceeded, on the very

evening of the delivery of the note, to arrest Comman-

dant Voislav Tankossitch. As regards Milan Zigan-

ovitch, who is a subject of the Austro-Hungarian

Monarchy and who up to the 15th June was employed

(on probation) by the directorate of railways, it has

not yet been possible to arrest him.

The Austro-Hungarian Government are requested to

be so good as to supply as soon as possible, in the

customary form, the presumptive evidence of guilt, as

well as the eventual proofs of guilt which have been

collected up to the present time, at the inquiry at

Serajevo, for the purposes of the latter inquiry.

8. The Servian Government will reinforce and ex-

tend the measures which have been taken for prevent-

ing the illicit traffic of arms and explosives across the

frontier. It goes without saying that they will im-

mediately order an inquiry and will severely punish the

frontier officials on the Schabatz-Loznitza line who

have failed in their duty and allowed the authors of the

crime of Serajevo to pass.

9. The Royal Government will gladly give explana-

tions of the remarks made by their officials, whether in

Servia or abroad, in interviews after the crime, and

which, according to the statement of the Imperial and

Royal Government, were hostile toward the Monarchy,

as soon as the Imperial and Royal Government have

communicated to them the passages in question in

these remarks, and as soon as they have shown that

the remarks were actually made by the said officials,
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although the Royal Government will itself take steps

to collect evidence and proofs.

10. The Royal Government will inform the Imperial

and Royal Government of the execution of the meas-

ures comprised under the above heads, in so far as this

has not already been done by the present note, as soon

as each measure has been ordered and carried out.

If the Imperial and Royal Government are not sat-

isfied with this reply, the Servian Government, consid-

ering that it is not to the common interest to precipi-

tate the solution of this question, are ready, as always,

to accept a pacific understanding, either by referring

this question to the decision of the International

Tribunal of The Hague, or to the Great Powers which

took part in the drawing up of the declaration made

by the Servian Government on the 18th (31st) March,

1909.

Belgrade, July 12 (25), 1914.

As to the adequacy of the Serbian reply there

can be as much difference of opinion as over the

justice of the Austrian ultimatum. If Serbia

had been a highly cultured, truly civilized, and

politically developed state, with an excellent

record as to the fulfillment of her promises to

neighboring nations, it would most certainly

have to be admitted that the Serbian reply was

relatively adequate in content. In the light

of the actual facts concerning Serbian politics

and diplomacy, and the history of her relations

with Austria in the decade before 191-4, it can
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scarcely be maintained that Austria could have

been satisfied short of Serbian acquiescence in

the two Austrian demands concerning Austrian

participation in the investigation of the respon-

sibility for the plot to assassinate the Archduke

and other similar intrigues in Serbia.
61 That

the Serbians themselves recognized the truth of

this assertion is to be seen in the fact that three

hours before dispatching the messenger with her

reply to Austria the Serbian government or-

dered the mobilization of the 400,000 men in the

Serbian army, and made provision for the aban-

donment of Belgrade and retirement to Nish.62

It must be admitted, however, that the Austrian

complaints and arguments as to the unsatisfac-

tory nature of the Serbian reply would be far

more convincing if we did not possess the notes

of the secret Austrian ministerial councils where

it had been decided to attempt to force a war

upon Serbia, however great the degree of

Serbian diplomatic capitulation and humiliation.

Likewise, we should have more respect for the

reply of Serbia if we were unacquainted with the

plans of France and Russia and with the part

that they played in determining, not merely the

nature, but even the phraseology of the Serbian

response.

In short, in spite of the large part which the

Austrian ultimatum and the Serbian reply have

played in the discussions of war guilt, and in
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spite of the space we have devoted to them here,

they really have little or no real bearing upon the

actual plans and motives of either Austria or

Serbia in the crisis. Austria was insistent upon
a punitive war no matter what the Serbian

attitude, and Serbia was equally determined to

resist Austria and enter the local war which she

hoped would bring Russia to her rescue and set

off the European conflagration that would at

its close bring into being Greater Serbia. Be-

fore Austria sent the ultimatum she had made
full military plans for the invasion of Serbia, and

before Serbia sent her reply she had directed the

mobilization of her army against Austria, six

hours before the Austrian mobilization was or-

dered. She had been preparing for the conflict

actively for more than a year, and for several

months had been receiving shipments of arms

from Russia in anticipation of the ultimate

struggle with Austria.

The Kaiser, as we shall point out more thor-

oughly later, regarded the Serbian reply as a

quite unexpected and complete concession to

Austria, and as removing any justification for

Austrian military intervention in Serbia.
03 On

the other hand, the Austrians refused to accept

this view, and, thoroughly in keeping with their

previous secret arrangements, decided upon mili-

tary activity against Serbia. On the evening of

July 25th, some six hours after the mobilization
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of the Serbian army, Austria ordered the mobili-

zation of a part of the Austrian forces against

Serbia.
64

Germany, impressed by the extensive submis-

sion of Serbia, alarmed at the prospect of Russian

intervention, and urged on by Sir Edward Grey,

began on the 27th of July to press Austria for

suspension of military activities and the opening

of negotiations with Russia on the Serbian is-

sue.
63 To forestall further progress in this

policy Berchtold declared war on Serbia at noon

on July 28, and then contended that negotiations

concerning the Austrian policy in Serbia were

no longer possible on account of the outbreak

of war. 66 Austria was, thus, determined not to

let the crisis of 1914 pass without what seemed

to be adequate punitive treatment of Serbia.

This she did in spite of the fact that Germany

was, after July 27, opposed to her conduct, but

she could allege justification in the original blank

cheque which Germany had handed her on the

6th of July. The rest of the story as to the

strenuous but vain efforts of Germany to re-

strain her ally and prevent the development of a

general European war will be reserved for a

subsequent chapter upon the role of Germany
in the crisis of 1914. It will be apparent, how-

ever, in spite of the misleading writings of Hein-

rich Kanner, that, as far as the decision upon the

policies to be followed in regard to Serbia, both
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before and after July 25, is concerned, the re-

sponsibility falls almost entirely upon the states-

men and diplomats of the Dual Monarchy,

though they may have been encouraged by von

Moltke's precautionary telegrams. 67

IV. AUSTRIA REJECTS DIPLOMATIC NEGOTIATIONS

There is no more misleading myth about war

guilt than the once popular theory that Austrian

policy towards Serbia was decided upon and

forced by Germany against the better judg-

ment and wishes of Austria, and that, when
Austria in terror decided to back down before

Russian pressure, Germany stepped into the

breach and prevented the success of pacific nego-

tiations by a rash, hasty and unjustifiable declar-

ation of war on Russia. As Gooch states the

case, "the readiness of Austria for an eleventh-

hour compromise, of which we heard so much at

the beginning of the war, proves to be a leg-

end." 68

The facts about the Austrian attitude towards

mediation and negotiations are the following:

At the time of sending the ultimatum to Serbia

Austria on the same day informed the other pow-

ers that her relations to Serbia were a matter

which could not be submitted to negotiation or

conferences: 09

We cannot allow the demands which we have ad-

dressed to Servia, and whicli contain nothing that
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would not be considered natural between two neighbors,

living in peace and harmony, to be made the subject

of negotiations and compromises.

This is in tone and content surprisingly like

Sazonov's statement on July 27th that the Rus-

sians would not submit the Russian policy

towards Austria to any outside parties or media-

tive processes:
70

If there is any question of exercising a moderating

influence on St. Petersburg, we reject it in advance.

Germany disapproved of Sir Edward Grey's

proposal for a conference of powers on the

Austro-Serbian issue, as she knew this would be

rejected by Austria, but she suggested the open-

ing of direct negotiations between Vienna and

St. Petersburg. Sir Edward Grey heartily ap-

proved this plan.
71 Berchtold, as we have

pointed out above, desired to avoid even this and

declared war on Serbia on July 28th to provide

the excuse that the opening. of hostilities pre-

cluded the possibility of discussing Austro-

Serbian relations. Recognizing the increasing

prospect of a general European war, Germany

became ever more insistent that Austria should

open negotiations with Russia concerning Ser-

bia. Berchtold remained adamant, if evasive,

until the 31st. On that day we learn from

Sazonov that the Austrian Ambassador at St.

Petersburg informed him that Austria was will-
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ing to discuss the contents of the ultimatum to

Serbia: 72

The Austrian Ambassador called on me and told me
that his Government are ready to enter into an ex-

change of opinions in reference to the contents of the

ultimatum sent to Serbia. I expressed my gratification

and remarked to the Ambassador that it would be

preferable to have these negotiations in London under

participation of the Great Powers. We hope that the

English Government will accept the management of

this conference, whereby it would oblige all Europe

to gratitude. To assist these negotiations to a suc-

cessful end it is most desirable that Austria discon-

tinue her military operations on Serbian territory.

On July 31st (telegram left Vienna at 1 a. m.

August 1st) Berchtold communicated to Count

Szogyeny, the Austrian Ambassador in Berlin,

the following statement of his alleged willingness

to accept Sir Edward Grey's proposal of media-

tion between Austria and Serbia, copies of which

were also sent to the Austrian Ambassadors in

London and St. Petersburg: 73

I beg your l^xcellcncy to thank the Imperial Chancel-

lor very much for the information forwarded to us

through Herr von Tschirschky and to declare to him

that we, in spite of the change of the situation occa-

sioned by the mobilisation of Russia, and fully appreci-

ating the efforts of England for the maintenance of the

world's peace, are ready to approach the proposal of

Sir Edward Grey of a mediation between us and Serbia.
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We pre-suppose of course that our military action

against the kingdom shall meanwhile continue and that

the English Cabinet shall make the Russian Govern-

ment stop the mobilisation directed against us, in

which case we would of course also stop the defensive

military counter-measures in Galicia, which the Rus-

sian mobilisation has forced us to undertake.

That this assumed acceptance of mediation by

Berchtold was scarcely reliable or made in good

faith is apparent from the fact that earlier on

July 31st the Emperor of Austria had tele-

graphed the Kaiser that Austria would not hold

up her military activities in Serbia on account

of the Russian threat, that he recognized the

serious implications of this decision, and that he

counted upon the armed assistance of Germany

in the probable European war which might fol-

low continued Austrian hostilities in Serbia:
74

The action my army is involved in at this moment

against Servia cannot be interrupted by the threaten-

ing and insolent attitude of Russia.

A renewed rescue of Servia by Russian intervention

would have the most serious consequences for my

countries and I can therefore in no case admit of such

an intervention.

I am fully aware of the importance of my decisions

and have made them, confiding in the justice of God,

with the absolute certainty that your army, as an

unfailingly true ally, will stand by my country and the

Triple Alliance.
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It is, thus, quite obvious that neither Sazonov
nor Berchtold was acting in good faith in their

discussions of a diplomatic settlement on July
31st. Berchtold insisted on defying the Kaiser

by continuing the campaign against Serbia, in-

stead of resting satisfied with the occupation of

Belgrade. Any talk by Sazonov at this time

about negotiations was likewise pure hypocrisy,

as the Russian general mobilization had been go-

ing on for twenty-four hours, and hence Sazonov
knew that the European war was on and could

not be stopped.

Austria, therefore, steadfastly refused to re-

spond to German pressure for negotiation with

Russia concerning the Serbian crisis until after

Russia had ordered and proclaimed her fatal gen-

eral mobilization which meant an inevitable and

unavoidable European war. Her apparent will-

ingness to discuss the Serbian affair at this late

date was in all probability a fake and ruse, like

the ultimatum itself, though we cannot be sure that

this was the case, as Russia, England and France

refused to "call her bluff" and went ahead with

their war plans.
75

It was the premature Russian

general mobilization which made it impossible

for Germany to bring her pressure upon Austria

to a logical completion and for Europe to test

the genuineness or falsity of the avowed Austrian

caj)itulation on July 31st. It was not, as some

have contended, the German ultimatum to Rus-
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sia, which came surprisingly late and was as justi-

fiable as it was inevitable. As to whether Aus-

tria would have persisted in her stubborn deter-

mination to continue her Serbian campaign if

she had been sure that she and Germany would

be attacked by Russia, France, England and

Italy, we cannot be certain, but it does seem that

she was willing to risk a war between herself and

Germany and France and Russia rather than

hold up the Serbian invasion. Grey's evasive-

ness also certainly encouraged Austria. On

July 27th Grey informed the Russians that they

ought to see in the mobilization of the British

fleet evidence of British intervention, while on

the same clay he told the Austrian Ambassador

that "if Austria could make war on Serbia and

at the same time pacify Russia, well and good."

V. AUSTRIAN AND RUSSIAN OBJECTIVES IN THE

SERBIAN CRISIS OF 1914

The part played by Russia in the Austro-

Serbian crisis is a complicated but important as-

pect of the case. It was the Russian interven-

tion which transformed the local punitive war

into a conflict of FAiropean proportions. This

much is certain, namely, that Austria was far

more justified in military intervention to punish

Serbia than was Russia in the military interven-

tion to protect Serbia, particularly as even Rus-



218 GENESIS OF THE WORLD WAR

sian officials fully admitted that they were satis-

fied that Austria did not contemplate depriving

Serbia of any of her territory. Nothing could

well be more misleading than the conventional

notion that Russia was bound by either the

dictates of international morality or the obli-

gations of a treaty to intervene to protect Ser-

bia. The fact is that the Serbian affair of 1914

was merely the incident for which France and
Russia had been waiting in the Balkans for at

least two years in the hope of a fortunate time

for the precipitation of general European hos-

tilities.
76 Russia had betrayed Serbia in 1908

when she believed that she could secure the

Straits by this action. Perhaps most astonishing

of all is the fact that in the secret negotiations

with Turkey from October to December, 1911,

Russia offered to protect Turkey from the Bal-

kan states if Turkey would give Russia the free-

dom of the Straits. Russia had, further, en-

couraged the Balkan League as a means of get-

ting the Turk out of Europe, but this failed.

Izvolski had long been convinced that war was
the only solution of the Russian program, and
Sazonov had been converted to this position by
December, 1913, and so informed the Tsar.

Even more, the Russian encouragement of Ser-

bian plots against Austria, with the promise of

aid against Austria, removed any moral justifi-

cation for Russian intervention to protect Ser-
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bia from the just punishment which her actions

merited. As far as the writer knows, Russia was

under no treaty obligation to protect Serbia.

Yet Premier Pashitch has told us that he was

definitely promised Russian protection for Ser-

bia against any attack by Austria in the summer

of 1913, and we know that this was confirmed

and extended at his interview with the Tsar in

February, 1914.
77

But whatever attitude one may take concern-

ing the justification of the Austrian response to

the Serbian reply to her ultimatum, this much is

clear, namely, that Austria did not at any time

plot or desire a general European conflict.

What she was determined upon was purely a

punitive invasion of Serbia. She was appar-

ently willing to risk bringing on a European

war rather than desist from her Serbian foray,

but she certainly did not desire to have general

complications arise out of her policy. A Euro-

pean war would naturally divert her forces away

from Serbia toward a protection of her frontiers

against the Russians, and possibly the Italians,

the latter of whom had gradually slipped away

from the Triple Alliance after the beginning of

the present century. When the World War

broke out later there was actually great confu-

sion as a result of the necessity of transferring

Austrian troops from Serbia to the Russian

frontier. There is here a difference of the ut-
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most significance for assessing the responsibility

of Austria on the one hand, and France and
Russia on the other, for the outbreak of the

World War.

Without keeping in mind this vital distinction

between the type of war desired by Austria and
unwillingly tolerated by Germany, and that

worked for by France and Russia from July
23rd to August 1st, it is as impossible to assess

the degree of war guilt shared by the various

powers as it would be to make the attempt to do
so without consulting the collections of docu-

ments published since 1919. While the very ex-

istence of Austria was at stake, the safety and
territorial integrity of Russia were in no sense

directly involved in the Serbian crisis. Nothing

could be more erroneous than to hold that Rus-

sia was as much justified in intervening to pro-

tect Serbia as was Austria in intervening to

punish her.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions as to the Austro-

Serbian crisis and its bearing upon the genesis

of the World War seem justified:

(1) There was an intense nationalistic spirit

among the Serbians, who desired to unite the

southern Slavic peoples into a great Serbian

kingdom. This aspiration was encouraged by
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Russia, and was obstructed by Austria-Hungary.

The Austrian annexation of Bosnia and Herze-

govina in 1908 had been a severe blow to this

Serbian aspiration and to Serbian pride. At

this time Serbia promised to cease plotting

against Austria, but this date actually marks the

beginning of more active and widespread Ser-

bian intrigues against Austria.

(2) The Serbian plans for a Greater Serbia

! could not be harmonized with the interests and

territorial integrity of Austria-Hungary. They

were still further menaced by the proposal of

Franz Ferdinand, once he became Emperor of

Austria, to unite all the Slavs in the Dual Mon-

archy into a Slavic kingdom to be federated with

Austria and Hungary in a triple union.

(3) The Serbians decided that Franz Ferdi-

nand must be assassinated to forestall this plan

and also to provoke a general European war in

which, through the aid of Russia, they hoped to

bring to realization the Greater Serbia program.

(4) The assassination of the Archduke was

planned by a high-ranking officer of the Serbian

army, who furnished the assassins with arms and

ammunition, trained them in pistol shooting, and

smuggled them into Bosnia to await the coming

of the Archduke. The Serbian civil govern-

ment was fully aware of the plot a month before

its execution, but did little to prevent it from be-

ing carried out and failed adequately to warn the
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Austrian government as to the peril of the Arch-
duke.

(5) Serbia undertook no independent investi-

gation of the responsibility for the assassination,

made no effort to suppress the intriguers, and
the Serbian press praised the assassination as a

patriotic act and a glorious national achieve-

ment.

(6) The assassination was a real challenge to

the continued existence of the Dual Monarchy,

and demanded severe retaliation. Even Sir

Edward Grey conceded the fact that the Ser-

bians would have to be humiliated.

(7) Austria-Hungary decided that nothing

short of a punitive war would suffice to put the

Serbian situation under safe control, but Count

Tisza forced the Austrian authorities to go

through the form of prior diplomatic pressure

on Serbia. Hence, the Austrian ultimatum was

deliberately framed in such fashion that the

Serbians were likely to refuse certain points.

The Serbian reply, drafted in outline, if not in

detail, in the French Foreign Office, was de-

signed so as to create a favorable impression on

European opinion, through its combination of a

conciliatory tone and seeming capitulation to

Austria with actual rejection of the very core of

the Austrian demands. In the light of our

present knowledge of Serbian complicity in the
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murder of the Archduke, Austria would appear

to have been justified in her determination upon

war, but this fact does not constitute a full justi-

fication of her procedure in detail in 1914.

(8) Germany gave Austria a blank cheque in

regard to her settlement of the Serbian problem,

but she did not have any part in framing the ulti-

matum, regarded it as too harsh, held the Ser-

bian reply adequate, and disapproved the Aus-

trian declaration of war on Serbia.

(9) When the prospect of Russian interven-

tion threatened to precipitate a general Euro-

pean war, Germany severely pressed Austria to

begin conversations with St. Petersburg in re-

gard to the Austro-Serbian dispute, but Austria

refused to yield at all for three days, and when

she simulated consent on the 31st of July it was

too late, as the fatal Russian mobilization, which

meant an unavoidable European war, had then

been decided upon and proclaimed.

(10) Austria was as eager to avoid a Euro-

pean war as she was to wage a punitive war on

Serbia, and all of her plans in regard to the

method of initiating the war with Serbia were de-

termined by this basic desire to avoid a general

conflict.

(11) Russia had no moral right to intervene

to protect Serbia, as she had encouraged the Ser-

bians in the very intrigues which had necessi-
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tated their punishment. She had very slight

diplomatic or juristic grounds for intervention,

as Austria steadfastly proclaimed her determina-

tion to respect the sovereignty and territory of

Serbia from July 28th on.

(12) The Austrian war on Serbia did not in

itself involve or necessitate a European war. It

was the unjustifiable and indefensible interven-

tion of Russia, urged on by France, which pro-

duced the wider conflict.
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CHAPTER V

THE ROLE PLAYED BY GERMANY
IN THE CRISIS OF 1914

I. THE ENTENTE MYTHOLOGY AND THE

INDICTMENT OF VERSAILLES

In the Entente propaganda of 1914-18 Ger-

many has been uniformly represented as the

unique aggressor of 1914. She is reputed to

have determined upon war for years before 1914,

to have driven the other European states into

the military system against their will and in self-

defense, and to have seized upon the Sarajevo

murder as "Der Tag" for which she had been

waiting for a decade. This bellicose decision

is supposed to have been revealed by the Kai-

ser to German and Austrian statesmen and offi-

cers at a conference at Potsdam on July .5, 1914.

Austria is held to have been intimidated by

Germany into taking her strong stand against

Serbia and prevented by Germany from backing

down, thus drawing the fire of Russia and pre-

cipitating the long desired struggle.

On the threat of a complete military occupa-

tion of Germany the German representatives
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were compelled at Versailles to subscribe to this

indictment, as embodied in Article 231 of the

Treaty of Versailles:

The Allied and Associated Governments affirm, and

Germany accepts, the responsibility of herself and her

allies, for causing all the loss and damage to which

the Allied and Associated Governments and their na-

tionals have been subjected as a consequence of the

war imposed upon them by the aggression of Germany

and her allies.

We shall here set forth the well-established facts

and observe how much remains of this war-time

romance of the Entente.

II. GERMANY AND THE EUROPEAN SYSTEM

It is necessary at the outset to summarize

briefly the material embodied in the second chap-

ter, namely, Germany's part in the menacing

system of European relations which prevailed

before the World War. This is essential on

account of the fact that, while many educated

persons have come to see that the obvious facts

compel them to give up the idea that Germany

was solely guilty for the World War, they still

c\ins to the illusion that it was Germany which

produced the system of nationalism, imperialism,

militarism, navalism and secret diplomac}^ which

challenged the peace of the world for decades
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before the great explosion came in 1914. And
even ostensibly intelligent citizens of the United

States are willing to arrive at this conclusion and

cling doggedly to it on the basis of "general im-

pressions" in the face of undeniable historical and

statistical facts.
1

We have already made it clear that Germany

shared in these reprehensible and ominous char-

acteristics of the pre-War system. She was na-

tionalistic, imperialistic, militaristic, ambitious as

to naval plans, and given to secret diplomacy.

But she was not as nationalistic as France, not

as imperialistic as Great Britain, France or Rus-

sia, not as militaristic as France or Russia, not

as devoted to navalism as Great Britain, and not

engaged in as dangerous or extensive a system

of secret diplomacy as that which France and

Russia were developing from 1911 to 1914.

Germany was certainly not a lamb in the midst

of the pack of European wolves, but it is just as

apparent that she was not the unique wolf in the

fold. And the fact that Germany was less

adequately prepared on either land or sea than

her potential foes is all the more striking, in the

light of the fact that her position was the most

precarious of all major European states. She

was surrounded on land and sea by powerful

enemies whose combined land and sea forces

overwhelmingly outnumbered the armies and

navies of Germany, Austria and Italy, the latter
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of which could not, moreover, be counted upon

with any certainty.

Another matter to examine is the question as

to whether Germany had any basic policy, or ob-

jective that she could gain only by war, and

which was supported by any large body of citi-

zens or by responsible persons in power before

1914. Austria felt that a war was necessary to

punish the Serbians and furnish a salutary

warning to the other subject nationalities within

the polyglot Dual Monarchy. Serbia knew that

she would have to await a European war to

realize the Greater Serbia aspiration. Russia

recognized that only by a European war could

she secure the Straits, and France was well

aware that Alsace-Lorraine could be recovered

only by the successful outcome of a general Eu-

ropean conflict. Did Germany have any similar

ambition? It may be categorically stated that

she did not. Everything was going smoothly.

She was capturing yearly an ever greater per-

centage of the world's trade, her phenomenal

industrial development was proceeding apace,

and her chief area of imperialistic expansion was

coming under her control, with the general suc-

cess of the Berlin to Bagdad railway scheme,

and her triumph at Constantinople. The suc-

cess of the negotiations with England over the

Near East, Africa and naval construction by

June, 1914, removed the basis for acute Anglo-
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German rivalry. The leaders of Germany in

economics and politics well understood that she

stood to win what she desired by the continua-

tion of existing tendencies, while a war against

the overwhelming odds she would have to face

would put her whole future in jeopardy. To be

sure, there were a few terrified autocrats who

were alarmed at the growth of German socialism

and were willing to risk a war in the hope of

reviving in radicals a new-born loyalty to the

reigning dynasty, and there were a few chauvin-

istic fools who desired a war on Great Britain

because of commercial and naval rivalry ; but no

large group in Germany wanted war, and the

f responsible members of the German civil gov-

ernment, from the Kaiser down, were thoroughly

opposed to war in the spring of 1914, though

they were alarmed at the bellicose utterances of

Russia and the rumors of an Anglo-Russian na-

val convention. Though the Kaiser was often

rash and irresponsible in his utterances, full of

military symbolism and rhetoric, and in his per-

sonal behavior, even Colonel House admits his

I underlying pacific intentions.
2

I
No myth in contemporary history is more diffi-

cult to down than the contention that the over-

whelming mass of the German people were slav-

ish worshippers of militarism and eager for the

first opportunity for warJ A fair measure of

German opinion in this matter can be secured in
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the popular vote for members of the Reichstag in
[

the election of 1912. The distribution of votes
\

among the main parties was as follows

:

Of these parties the last three, containing an over-
|

whelming majority of the German people, were I

unalterably against war and militarism. The i

National Liberals were about equally divided on

the subject. Only the Conservatives could claim

a majority for militarism.

It has been frequently contended that though

the German civil government in 1914 did not de-

sire a European war, yet the military classes did

do so and felt that 1914 was the ideal moment

for such a conflict. There seems little ground

for such conclusion. We know that von Moltke

secretly telegraphed to the Austrian Chief-of-

Staff urging him to stand firm in his plan to

punish Serbia and advising mobilization, but
j

there is no evidence that von Moltke desired to

provoke a general European war. His tele-

grams were purely precautionary. It is known

that von Tirpitz, the leader of the most bellicose

element in Germany, was greatly disappointed

that the War came in 1914 before his naval

Conservatives . .

National Liberals

Centre

Radicals

Social Democrats

1,149,916 I

1,671,297 1

2,012,990

1,556,549

4,238,919
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plans had been completed. Ewart says on this

point

:

3

Grand Admiral von Tirpitz, the creator of the

German navy, has been particularly pointed at as a

chief of the militarist class who dominated the German

government and precipitated the war. Had not he

been waiting for the completion of the Kiel canal, and,

now that it could pass his big warships, was he not

eager for hostilities? He was not. He was building a

formidable navy, but it was still far from competent

for war with the United Kingdom, and few people were

more disappointed by its outbreak than Tirpitz.

It would seem that the most that can be said

against the military group in Germany in 1914

is that once they became convinced that war with

Russia and France was inevitable they clamored

for immediate action in order to avert dangerous

delay in the face of the overwhelming Russian

numbers. But Poincare has openly confessed

to a similar degree of charing and impatience

upon the part of General Joffre and his associ-

ates in their desire to get at Germany.

III. THE LEGEND OF THE POTSDAM CROWN

COUNCIL OF JULY 5, 1914

In the later years of the World War the most

important element in the Entente case against

Germany as the unique instigator of the conflict

and the sole war criminal was the allegation that
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on July 5, 1914, the Kaiser called together a
j j

great council of the economic, political and mil-
t

itary leaders of Germany and Austria and told
j

them that he had decided to plunge Europe into
s

war. The financiers protested that they needed
[

a few days in which to call in their loans, and the
t

Kaiser granted them two weeks' delay for this
|

purpose. The next morning the Kaiser left for

a vacation cruise to prepare himself for the

strenuous times which he knew were to follow

his return, as well as to lull Europe into a wholly

deceptive sense of security and continued peace.

The Austrian ultimatum to Serbia, which he had

drawn up in such a manner as inevitably to pro-

duce a general European war, was to be delayed

in presentation during these two weeks needed

by the bankers to put the country in complete

readiness for war.

This myth was first spread on a large scale in

July, 1917. It had its origin with a waiter in

the Kaiserhof Hotel in Berlin, who overheard

and misinterpreted some gossip passed between

subordinate officers of the German army and !

some members of the Austrian Embassy in mil-

itary uniform who were dining at the hotel. It

may have been spread by a correspondent of the

Frankfurter Zeittimg, though the correspondent

accused has denied this allegation.
4 But the

legend burst into full bloom only with the publi-

cation in 1918 of a book by Henry Morgenthau,
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the American Ambassador to Turkey from 1913

to 1916, entitled Ambassador Morgenthaus

Story. It is somewhat strange that he withheld

so important a bit of evidence against Germany

for more than three years! Mr. Morgenthau

thus describes how he learned of this foul plot

from Wangenheim, the German Ambassador to

Turkey, very early in the World War :

5

In those early days the weather for the German

Ambassador was distinctly favorable. The good

fortune of the German armies so excited him that he

was sometimes led into indiscretions, and his exuber-

ance one day caused him to tell me certain facts which,

I think, will always have great historical value. He

disclosed precisely how and when Germany had pre-

cipitated this war. To-day his revelation of this

secret looks like a most monstrous indiscretion, but we

must remember Wangenheim's state of mind at the

time. The whole world then believed that Paris was

doomed and Wangenheim reflected this attitude in his

frequent declarations that the war would be over in

two or three months. The whole German enterprise

was evidently progressing according to programme.

I have already mentioned that the German Ambassa-

dor had left for Berlin soon after the assassination of

the Grand Duke, and he now revealed the cause of his

sudden disappearance. The Kaiser, he told me, had

summoned him to Berlin for an imperial conference.

This meeting took place at Potsdam on July 5th.

The Kaiser presided and nearly all the important am-

bassadors attended. Wangenheim himself was sum-
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moned to give assurance about Turkey and enlighten

his associates generally on the situation in Constanti-

nople, which was then regarded as almost the pivotal

point in the impending war. In telling me who at-

tended this conference Wangenheim used no names,

though he specifically said that among them were

—

the facts are so important that I quote his exact words

in the German which he used—"die Haupter des Gen-

eralstabs und der Marine"—(The heads of the general

staff and of the navy) by which I have assumed that

he meant Von Moltke and Von Tirpitz. The great

bankers, railroad directors, and the captains of Ger-

man industry, all of whom were as necessary to Ger-

man war preparations as the army itself, also at-

tended.

Wangenheim now told me that the Kaiser solemnly

put the question to each man in turn : "Are you ready

for war?" All replied "yes" except the financiers.

They said that they must have two weeks to sell their

foreign securities and to make loans. At that time few

people had looked upon the Sarajevo tragedy as some-

thing that would inevitably lead to war. This con-

ference, Wangenheim told me, took all precautions

that no such suspicion should be aroused. It decided

to give the bankers time to readjust their finances for

the coming war, and then the several members went

quietly back to their work or started on vacations.

The Kaiser went to Norway on his yacht, Von

Bethmann-Hollweg left for a rest, and Wangenheim

returned to Constantinople.

In telling me about this conference Wangenheim, of

course, admitted that Germany precipitated the war.
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I think that he was rather proud of the whole per-

formance, proud that Germany had gone about the

matter in so methodical and far-seeing a way, and

especially proud that he himself had been invited to

participate in so epoch-making a gathering. I have

often wondered why he revealed to me so momentous

a secret, and I think that perhaps the real reason was

his excessive vanity—his desire to show me how close

he stood to the inner counsels of his emperor and the

part that he had played in bringing on this conflict.

Whatever the motive, this indiscretion certainly had

the effect of showing me who were really the guilty

parties in this monstrous crime. The several blue,

red and yellow books which flooded Europe during

the few months following the outbreak, and the hun-

dreds of documents which were issued by German

propagandists attempting to establish Germany's in-

nocence, have never made the slightest impression on

me. For my conclusions as to the responsibility are

not based on suspicions or belief or the study of cir-

cumstantial data. I do not have to reason or argue

about the matter. I know. The conspiracy that has

caused this greatest of human tragedies was hatched

by the Kaiser and his imperial crew at this Potsdam

conference of July 5, 1914. One of the chief partici-

pants, flushed with his triumph at the apparent suc-

cess of the plot, told me the details with his own mouth.

Whenever I hear people arguing about the responsi-

bility for this war or read the clumsy and lying ex-

cuses put forth by Germany, I simply recall the burly

figure of Wangenheim as he appeared that August

afternoon, puffing away at a huge black cigar, and giv-
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ing me his account of this historic meeting. Whyi

waste any time discussing the matter after that?

This imperial conference took place July 5th and IL

the Serbian ultimatum was sent on July 22nd. That
j

is just about the two weeks' interval which the financiers ,

had demanded to complete their plans. All the great

stock exchanges of the world show that the German

bankers profitably used this interval. Their records'
j

disclose that stocks were being sold in large quantities

and that prices declined rapidly. At that time the

markets were somewhat puzzled at this movement but

Wangenheim's explanation clears up any doubts that
J

may still remain. Germany was changing her securi-! 1

ties into cash for war purposes. If anyone wishes to
j

\\

verify Wangenheim, I would suggest that he examine

the quotations of the New York stock market for these

two historic weeks. He will find that there were as-

tonishing slumps in prices, especially on the stocks

that had an international market. Between July 5th

and July 22nd, Union Pacific dropped from 155y2 to

1271/2, Baltimore and Ohio from 9iy2 to 81, United

States Steel from 61 to 50l/
2 , Canadian Pacific from

194 to 1851/2, and Northern Pacific from 111% to 108.

At that time the high protectionists were blaming the

Simmons-Underwood tariff act as responsible for this

fall in values, while other critics of the Administration

attributed it to the Federal Reserve Act—which had

not yet been put into effect. How little the Wall

Street brokers and the financial experts realized that

an imperial conference, which had been held in Pots-

dam and presided over by the Kaiser, was the real

force that was then depressing the market!
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This luxuriant and voluptuous legend was not

only the chief point in the Allied propaganda

against Germany after the publication of Mr.

Morgenthau's book, but it has also been tacitly

accepted by Mr. Asquith in his apology, and

solemnly repeated by Bourgeois and Pages in

the standard conventional French work, both

published since the facts have been available

which demonstrate that the above tale was a

complete fabrication. The myth has been sub-

jected to withering criticism by Professor Sid-

ney B. Fay in the Kriegsschuldfrage for May,

1925: 6

The contemporary documents now available prove

conclusively that there is hardly a word of truth in

Mr. Morgenthau's assertions, either as to (a) the

persons present, (b) the Kaiser's attitude toward

delay, (c) the real reasons for delay, or (d) the

alleged selling of securities in anticipation of war.

In fact his assertions are rather the direct opposite

of the truth.

a) As to the persons present, it is certainly not

true that "Nearly all the important ambassadors at-

tended." They were all at their posts with the ex-

ception of Wangenheim, himself, and it is not certain

that even he saw the Kaiser. Moltke was away tak-

ing a cure at Karlsbad, and Tirpitz was on a vacation

in Switzerland. Jagow was also in Switzerland on a

honeymoon and did not return until July 6. Ballin,

1

the head of the Hamburg-American Line, who was

absent from Berlin in the early part of July at a
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health resort, does not appear to have had any in-

formation until July 20, that there was a possible

danger of warlike complications. Krupp v. Bohlen-

Halbach, the head of the great munition works, was

not at Potsdam on July 5, but saw Emperor William

next day at Kiel as the Emperor was departing for

his Northern cruise. Nor is there any evidence that

there were gathered at Potsdam on July 5 any of the

others who were "necessary to German war prepara-

tions." The only person with whom the Kaiser con-

ferred on July 5, at Potsdam after his lunch with the

Austrian Ambassador, were Bethmann-Hollweg, the

Chancellor, Ealkenhayn, the Prussian Minister of War,

and certain subordinate routine officials.

b) It is certainly not true that the Kaiser wished

Austria to delay for two weeks whatever action she

thought she must take against Serbia in order to give

the German Bankers time to sell their foreign securi-

ties. There is abundant proof to indicate that Em-
peror William wished Austria to act quickly while

the sentiment of Europe, shocked by the horrible

crime at Sarajevo, was still in sympathy with the

Hapsburgs and indignant at regicide Serbs. As he
|

wrote in a marginal note, "Matters must be cleared
|

up with the Serbs, and that soon."

c) The real reasons for the delay of two weeks be-

tween July 5 and 23, were not to give the German
\

bankers two weeks to sell their foreign securities. The

real reasons for delay wTere due wholly to Austria, and

not to Germany. They were mainly two, and are

repeatedly referred to in the German and Austrian

documents which were published in 1919. The first
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was that Berchtold, the Austro-Hungarian Minister

' e of Foreign Affairs, could not act against Serbia until

he had secured the consent of Tisza, the Premier of

li Hungary. It took two weeks to win Tisza over from

[lis original attitude of opposition to violent action

against Serbia. The second, and by far the most im-

portant reason for the final delay, was the fact that

Berchtold did not want to present the ultimatum to

Serbia until it was certain that Poincare and Viviani

bad left Petrograd and were inaccessible upon the

ligh seas returning to France. For otherwise Rus-

sia, under the influence of the "champagne mood" of

;he Franco-Russian toasts and the chauvinism of

Poincare, Iswolski, and the Grand Duke Nicholas

gathered at Petrograd, would be much more likely to

ntervene to support Serbia with military force, and

io Austria's action against Serbia would less easily

je "localized."

d) In regard to Germany's alleged selling of se-

mrities in anticipation of war, if one follows Mr. Mor-

renthau's suggestion and examines the quotations on

he New York Stock Exchange during these weeks, and

eads the accompanying articles in the New York

rimes, one does not find a shred of evidence, either

n the price of stocks or the volume of sales, that

arge blocks of German holdings were being secretly

mloaded and depressing the New York market during

hese two weeks. The stocks that he mentioned de-

lined only slightly or not at all; moreover, such de-

dines as did take place were only such as were to be

laturally expected from the general trend downward

vhich had been taking place since January, or are
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quite satisfactorily explained by local American cor

ditions, such as the publication of an adverse repor

of the Interstate Commerce Commission. Here ar

the facts. The amazing slump in Union Pacific fror

155y2 to 12iy2 reported by Mr. Morgenthau repre

sented in fact an actual rise of a couple of points i

the value of this stock. Union Pacific sold "ex-divi

dend" and "ex-rights" on July 20; the dividend an

accompanying rights were worth 30%, which mean
that shares ought to have sold on July 22nd at 125%
In reality they sold at 127 1

/4 ; that is, at the end of th

two weeks' period during which it is asserted that ther

was "inside selling" from Berlin, Union Pacific, in

stead of being depressed, was actually selling two point

higher.

Baltimore and Ohio, Canadian Pacific, and Northeri

Pacific did in fact slump on July 14, and there wa
evidence of selling orders from Europe. But this i

to be explained, partly by the fact that Baltimor

and Ohio had been already falling steadily sine

January, and partly to the very depressing influeno

exercised on all railroad shares by the sharply ad

verse report on the New York, New Haven and Hart

ford Railroad, which was published by the Interstatt

Commerce Commission. The comment of the Nev

York Times of July 15, is significant: "Stocks whicl

had lately displayed a stable character in the face o:

great weakness of particular issues could not stanc

up under such selling as occurred in New Haven anc

some others today. There were times when it lookec

as though the entire market was in a fair way to slumf

heavily, and only brisk short covering toward tht'j
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ai

lose prevented many sharp net declines. . . . For its

\vn account, or on orders from this side, Europe was

n unusually large seller of stocks in this market,

'he cable told that a very unfavorable impression

ad been created abroad by the Commerce Commission's

ew Haven report. The European attitude toward

merican securities is naturally affected by such

fficial denunciations of the way in which an important

lilway property has been handled."

Most extraordinary is Mr. Morgenthau's assertion

bout United States Steel Common. He says that

?tween July 5th and 22nd it fell from 61 to 5iy2 -

he real fact, as any one may verify from the Stock

[arket reports for himself, is that Steel during these

vo weeks never fell below 59%, and on July 22nd

as almost exactly the same as two weeks earlier.

When the facts are examined, therefore, it does not

ppear that the New York Stock Market can afford

uch confirmation to Mr. Morgenthau's myth of

erman bankers demanding a two weeks' respite in

hich to turn American securities into gold in prepara-

on for a world war which they had already plotted

) bring about.

In his apology in Foreign Affairs even Poin-

& ire has been compelled to admit that there was

o Potsdam Conference and that Germany and

Lustria had not decided upon a world war from
111

le beginning of the 1914 crisis. He makes the

Dllowing startling and revolutionary admis-

on:
7

I do not claim that Austria or Germany, in this
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first phase, had a conscious thought-out intention o

provoking a general war. No existing documenl I!

gives us the right to suppose that, at that time, the}

had planned anything so systematic.

Thus disaprjears the whole Entente case againsl

Germany as it was presented during the wai

period and utilized to arouse the sympathy oi

the United States for the Allied cause, whicr

was represented to us as the battle for civiliza-

tion against the Central Powers, who had willec

from the very beginning an unprovoked anc

brutal war. 8

As Mr. Morgenthau has persistently refusec

to offer any explanation or justification of hif

"story" or to answer written inquiries as to hi

grounds for believing it authentic, we are left tc

pure conjecture in the circumstances. It ap

pears highly doubtful to the present writer tha

Mr. Morgenthau ever heard of the Potsdan

legend while resident in Turkey. It woulc

seem inconceivable that he could have withbelc

such important information for nearly four years

The present writer has been directly informed b}

the Kaiser that Wangenheim did not see him ir.

July, 1914. We know that Mr. Morgenthau'j

book was not written by himself, but by Mr
Burton J. Hendrick, who later distinguished

himself as the editor of the Page letters. We
shall await witli interest Mr. Hendrick's expla

f,T
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1

lation of the genesis of the Potsdam fiction as it

vas composed for Ambassador Morgentliaus

)tory.

V. THE KAISER'S RESPONSE TO AUSTRIA'S APPEAL

FOLLOWING THE ASSASSINATION OF THE

ARCHDUKE

Having now cleared the field of the legend of

:he Potsdam Conference, we may examine the

?

acts as to the reaction of the Kaiser to the assas-

dnation of Franz Ferdinand, and his response

| the appeal of the Austrian Emperor for sup-

port of the Austrian program of punishing Ser-

bia. In the first place, it is necessary to bear in

nind the fact that, up to the assassination, the

Kaiser had been a moderating influence in re-

gard to the belligerent attitude of Austria to-

ward Serbia. Twice in 1912-13 he had pre-

sented Austria from attacking Serbia.
9 As late

is July 1, 1914, Count Tisza had accused the

Kaiser of a special fondness for Serbia, and he

ivrote to Emperor Franz Josef that the Kaiser's

expected visit to Vienna to attend the funeral of

the Archduke should be utilized to convert the

Kaiser to the Austrian view of the Serbian prob-

lem:
10

I considered it my duty to approach Your Majesty

i with the submissive request to graciously make use^ of

Emperor William's presence in Vienna for combating

iff

hi'

IE

It
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that monarch's preference for Servia, a thing tha^

should not be difficult in the view of the recent revolt

ing events and to induce him to support us energet

cally in our intended Balkan policy.

The murder of the Archduke wrought a com
plete transformation in the Kaiser's attitud

towards Serbia. The reasons were personal am
political. The Kaiser was a warm persona

friend of the Archduke and they had been to

gether at Konopischt only a couple of weeks be

fore the assassination. Quite naturally, as th

head of a reigning dynasty, the Kaiser did no

relish assassinations. He had been greatly per

turbed at the time of the assassination of Presi

dent Carnot of France and King Humbert o

Italy. This time it had come closer home witl

the murder of the Hapsburg next in successior

to the throne. He, himself, might be the nex

victim. The Kaiser, indeed, cancelled his visi

to Vienna because of fear of assassination.
11

Berchtold was clever enough to play upon this

fear. On July 3rd he reported to Tschirsehky

that he had just learned that twelve assassins

were on their way to murder the Kaiser. 12 The

political reason for the Kaiser's alarm was his

recognition that the murder was a challenge

to Austrian dominion over her subject Slavs,

which, if successful, would lead to the weakening

or destruction of his only important ally, and

ase.

I
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:o serious interference with German plans in the

Near East.

The Kaiser's change of attitude towards Ser-

3ia appears clearly in his marginal comments on

;he communications of his ambassadors to von

lagow and Bethmann-Hollweg. On July 2nd

)r 3rd he wrote on the margin of Tschirschky's

lelegram to Bethmann-Hollweg to the effect

tiat the former was trying to exert a moderating

nfluence upon Austria: 13

This is none of his (Tschirschky's) business, as it is

olely the affair of Austria what she plans to do in this

:ase. Let Tschirschky be good enough to drop this

lonsense! The Serbs must be disposed of and that

right soon!

In his letter of July 10th to von Jagow, Tschir-

schky suggested that it might be well to attempt

to influence the British press against Serbia, but

that this should be done cautiously, so as not to

alarm the Serbians. The Kaiser commented on

this:
14

To act like "gentlemen" to murderers after what has

happened ! Idiocy

!

In a letter to Franz Josef on July 14th he

wrote:
15

The dreadful crime of Serajevo has thrown a blazing

light on the pernicious agitations of mad fanatics
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18

and on the mischievous Panslavic disturbances thai

threaten the structure of the state.

He wrote "Bosh!!!" "Bosh!" and "Hot Air!'

in the margin of the telegram of his minister in

Belgrade sent on July 8th and telling of a con-

ference with Pashitch, in which the latter em-

phasized the difficulty of holding in check the

Serbian agitators and plotters, and his determi

nation to deal with them as severely as possible.

In his telegram of July 14th to Bethmann-

Hollweg Tschirschky informed the Chancellor

of Tisza's decision to support a firm attitude

towards Serbia, and the Kaiser's marginal com-

ment was: "Well, a real man at last!"
17

It

is interesting to contrast this remark with Tisza's

complaint of two weeks earlier that the first

step in the Austrian policy would have to be the

conversion of the Kaiser from his excessive fond-

ness for Serbia! On July 23rd von Jagow sent

to the Kaiser an account of the attitude of Sir

Edward Grey, as reported by the German Am-
bassador in London. The Kaiser remarked on

the margin: 18

Grey is committing the error of setting Serbia on the

same plane with Austria and other Great Powers!

That is unheard of! Serbia is nothing but a band of

robbers that must be seized for its crimes

!

In the margin of the telegram of Tschirschky to

von Jagow on July 24th, the Kaiser wrote: 19
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Austria must become preponderant in the Balkans

as compared with the little ones, and that at Russia's

expense; otherwise there will be no peace.

The German Minister at Belgrade telegraphed

to von Jagow that the harsh tone and severe

terms of the Austrian ultimatum were a surprise

to the Serbians. The Kaiser commented: 20

Bravo! One would not have believed it of the

Viennese

!

In short, up to the time he learned of the na-

ture of the Serbian reply to the Austrian ulti-

matum, the Kaiser was enthusiastically for a

severe and rapid movement of Austria against

Serbia. He was quite willing to see this take

the form of a punitive war, though, unlike the

Austrians, he did not insist that the Austrian

policy must involve war to be successful. He

was from the first, however, unalterably against

letting a local war grow into a European war

which would bring in Russia, France and Eng-

land against Germany. The Kaiser's impatient

desire that Austria should deal with Serbia

quickly was not due to a wish to start a Euro-

pean war, but to the very opposite motive,

namely, the feeling that the quicker the move the

greater the prospect of localizing the conflict.

We have already pointed out that,
21 on July

5th, the Kaiser received the letter from Franz

Josef asking for support of the premeditated
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action against Serbia, and that on the next

morning Bethmann-Hollweg communicated to

the Austrian Ambassador in Berlin the German
decision to stand back of Austria in whatever

policy Austria should adopt towards Serbia.

The Chancellor also confirmed this in a telegram

to Tschirschky the same day, and the Kaiser re-

peated the same promise in his letter to Franz

Josef on July 14th. These constituted the

famous blank cheque to Austria, which was in

its later developments to prove the undoing of

both empires.

The Kaiser has been severely, and perhaps

justly, criticized for giving his carte blanche to

Austria in the Serbian crisis. But it must be re-

membered that this was essentially what Poin-

care had already given to Russia in regard to the

Balkans in 1912. and was exactly what he soon

gave to Russia concerning the Austro-Serbian

dispute of July, 1914, on his visit to St. Peters-

burg before he was fully aware of the terms of

the Austrian ultimatum. Further, the offense

of Poincare in the circumstances was a far more

grievous one. The Kaiser merely gave consent

to a purely localized punitive action essential to

the preservation of an ally; Poincare consented

to the wanton waging of a war which would nec-

essarily involve all Europe. When the Kaiser

saw that his action in regard to Austria threat-

ened to bring Europe to war he made every ef-
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fort to restrain Austria; when Poincare saw that

his encouragement of Russia meant certain war

he secretly urged Russia to proceed more rap-

idly with her fatal preparations.

Far from announcing his determination to

precipitate a European war on July 5th, the

Kaiser left the next morning with the conviction

that there was but the slightest probability of a

general conflict developing out of any punitive

policy which Austria might employ against Ser-

bia. What were his reasons for holding this

view? In the first place, he believed that the

Tsar would be even more alarmed and horrified

than himself at the assassination of the Arch-

duke, and would be willing to see the Serbian

plotters severely punished. As late as July

28th the Kaiser exclaimed :

22

I could not assume that the Czar would place himself

on the side of bandits and regicides, even at the peril

of unchaining a European war. Germans are in-

capable of such a conception. It is Slavic or Latin.

Further, he knew from his military attache in

St. Petersburg and other sources that the Rus-

sians had shown no apparent alarm over the

threats of Austria against Serbia in the two

preceding years.
23 Indeed, Henry Liitzow, for-

mer Austrian Ambassador to Italy, in a letter

published in the London Times Literary Supple-

ment for December 31, 1925, states that after the
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assassination of the Serbian Royal Family in

1903, the Russian government confidentially in-

formed the Austrian government that it would
not interfere if Austrian troops occupied Bel-

grade. Finally, he counted upon the sending of

Lichnowsky to England and upon the successful

negotiations with England during the previous

months to secure the neutrality of England,

which, lie believed, would keep France and Rus-

sia from intervening in behalf of Serbia. Pro-

fessor Fay has well summed up the Kaiser's pa-

cific intentions and anticipations as he left for his

vacation cruise on July 6, 1914: 24

He expected military action by Austria against Ser-

bia, but on July 5 he did not think it probable that the

Austro-Serbian dispute would lead to a European war;

he could safely start next morning as had long been

planned, and as Bethmann advised, on his northern

cruise. This he would hardly have done, if he had ex-

pected that the early action, which he hoped Austria

would take at once instead of delaying more than two

weeks, would certainly involve serious European com-

plications. Nevertheless, he realized that while it was

not probable that Austria would kindle a European

war, it was possible. Therefore, early on July 6, be-

fore leaving Potsdam at quarter past nine for Kiel, he

had brief separate interviews with subordinate repre-

sentatives of the army and navy. He informed each

of his interview with Szogyeny. He told them pri-

vately to inform their chiefs, who were absent on

furlough from Berlin, but added that they need not cut
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short their furloughs to return to Berlin, and that no

orders for military preparations need be given, as he

did not expect any serious Avarlike complications.

Much has been made by some of von Jagow's

denial that he had read the Austrian ultimatum

to Serbia before July 23, 1914, but it would seem

that the most that can be said on this point is that

he hedged like any honorable diplomat. The

matter has little bearing on war guilt, as he

neither inspired nor approved the Austrian ulti-

matum.

V. GERMANY AND THE AUSTRO-SERBIAN

CRISIS

1. The Kaiser and the Serbian Reply

The Kaiser's attitude towards the Austro-

Serbian crisis underwent a marked transforma-

tion as soon as he read of the nature of the Ser-

bian reply to the Austrian ultimatum. Not

knowing that the ultimatum was a faked ruse of

Austria, behind which lay the determination to

make war upon Serbia, he took the ultimatum

and the reply seriously, and regarded the latter

as wholly adequate and as removing all justifica-

tion for a punitive war of Austria against Ser-

bia. On his copy of the Serbian reply he made

the following note :

25

A brilliant performance for a time-limit of only

forty-eight hours. This is more than one could have

expected ! A great moral victory for Vienna ; but with
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it every reason for war drops away, and Giesl (Aus-

trian minister to Serbia) might have remained quietly

in Belgrade ! On the strength of this I should never

have ordered mobilization

!

In his letter to von Jagow of July 28th, setting

forth the essentials of his "pledge plan" for the

occupation of Belgrade by Austria, he renders

an almost identical opinion: 26

After reading over the Serbian reply, which I re-

ceived this morning, I am convinced that on the whole

the wishes of the Danube Monarchy have been acceded

to. The few reservations that Serbia makes in regard

to individual points could, according to my opinion, be

settled by negotiation. But it contains the announce-

ment orbi et urbi of a capitulation of a most humili-

ating kind, and as a result, every cause for war falls

to the ground.

This is the definitive answer to those who, like

Poincare, 27 charge that the Kaiser urged the

Austrians into a precij)itate declaration of war

on Serbia. On the contrary, the Austrians actu-

ally declared war to escape from the Kaiser's

pressure for a pacific settlement of the Serbian

dispute after the receipt of the Serbian reply.
28

2. The Kaiser's Plan to Avert War

The Kaiser was not only convinced that the

Serbian reply removed all cause for war, but he

was also determined that Austria should be pre-
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vented from developing her plans so as to in-

volve Europe in war. It has often been stated

that the Kaiser showed no solicitude about war

until he heard the early reports of Russian

mobilization. This is not true. He became

alarmed for the peace of Europe the moment he

heard of the rumored Serbian mobilization at the

time of handing in the Serbian reply to Austria.

On Bethmann-Hollweg's telegram of July 25th

he wrote relative to the Serbian mobilization :

29

This may result in mobilization by Russia; will re-

sult in mobilization by Austria !

Learning the next day of Austrian mobilization,

as well as the Serbian, he wrote on the margin of

Bethmann-Hollweg's telegram advising calm-

ness

:

Calmness is the first duty of a citizen! Keep calm

only keep calm! But a calm mobilization is some-

thing new, indeed

!

By the 27th of July Russian protests and the

rumors of Russian military preparations against

Austria convinced the Kaiser, Bethmann-

Hollweg and von Jagow that Germany must

give up her plan of allowing Austria a free

hand with Serbia, in the expectation that the

Austro-Serbian affair could be kept purely lo-

calized, and must resume her policy of the two

previous years in the way of restraining Austria.
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The solution of the problem which he proposed

was for Austria to occupy Belgrade as a guar-

anty that the Serbians would fulfil their prom-

ises, and then hold up further military activity

against Serbia. This, together with Austria's

declaration that she would respect the sover-

eignty and territorial integrity of Serbia, he be-

lieved should satisfy both Russia and the Aus-

trian army. He summarized this plan in a letter

to von Jagow on July 28th: 31

Nevertheless, the piece of paper (Serbian reply),

like its contents, can be considered as of little value so

long as it is not translated into deeds. The Serbs are

Orientals, therefore liars, tricksters, and masters of

evasion. In order that these beautiful promises may
be turned to truth and facts, a douce violence must be

exercised. This should be so arranged that Austria

would receive a hostage (Belgrade), as a guaranty for

the enforcement and carrying out of the promises, and

should occupy it until the petita had actually been

complied with. This is also necessary in order to give

the army, now unnecessarily mobilized for the third

time, the external satisfaction dlwnneur of an osten-

sible success in the eyes of the world, and to make it

possible for it to feel that it had at least stood on

foreign soil. Unless this were done, the abandonment

of the campaign might be the cause of a wave of bad

feeling against the Monarchy, which would be dan-

gerous in the highest degree. In case Your Exellency

shares my views, I propose that we say to Austria:

Serbia has been forced to retreat in a very humiliating
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manner, and we offer our congratulations. Naturally,

as a result, every cause for war has vanished. But a

guaranty that the promises will be carried out is un-

questionably necessary. That could be secured by

means of the temporary military occupation of a por-

tion of Serbia, similar to the way we kept troops sta-

tioned in France in 1871 until the billions were paid.

On this basis, I am ready to mediate for peace with

Austria. Ajiy proposals or protests to the contrary

by other nations I should refuse regardless, especially

as all of them have made more or less open appeals to

me to assist in maintaining peace. This I will do in

my own way, and as sparingly of Austria's national-

istic feeling, and of the honor of her arms as possible.

For the latter has already been appealed to on the

part of the highest War Lord, and is about to respond

to the appeal. Consequently it is absolutely necessary

that it receive a visible satisfaction d'honneur; this is

the prerequisite of my mediation. Therefore Your

Excellency will submit a proposal to me along the lines

sketched out; which shall be communicated to Vienna.

I have had Plessen write along the lines indicated above

to the Chief of the General Staff, who is entirely in

accord with my views.

It is worth while to emphasize in this place that

this so-called "pledge-plan" was the one which

was also independently suggested with enthusi-

asm by Sir Edward Grey and King George as

the procedure best suited to the preservation of

the interests of both Austria and Russia, and as

a sufficient concession and guaranty to Russia to
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justify the cessation of military preparations by

the latter.
32

3. Germany and the Diplomatic Proposals

of 1914

We may now turn to the measures proposed

by the various European countries to bring

about a peaceful settlement of the disputes be-

tween Austria and Serbia, and Russia and Aus-

tria. Here we shall be able to show the com-

plete falsity of what has been, next to the

alleged Potsdam Conference, the chief point in

the Entente propaganda representing Germany

as primarily responsible for the initiation of hos-

tilities in 1914, namely, the charge that she not

only offered no plans for pacific settlement her-

self, but resolutely rejected all the plans for

mediation and negotiation suggested by other

states. We shall find that exactly the reverse

was the case. Germany was as fertile as any

other state in suggesting plans for mediation

and negotiation, and warmly cooperated with

England in advancing the two pacific modes

of adjustment and accommodation which were

agreed upon by both England and Germany as

the most feasible and desirable under the circum-

stances. Ewart has thus briefly summarized the

facts:
33
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Wc are now to examine the negotiations with refer-

ence to the various proposed methods for arriving at a

peaceful solution of the quarrel, keeping in view the

frequently repeated statement that Germany declined

every proposal for accommodation. Four methods

were proposed:

1. A Conference at London of the Ambassadors of

France, Italy and Germany with Sir Edward Grey.

2. Mediation between Austria-Hungary and Russia.

3. Direct conversations between Austria-Hungary

and Russia.

4. Mediation between Austria-Hungary and Serbia.

Of these, Germany and Russia declined the first with

Sir Edward Grey's approval. Germany concurred in

the second, and actively assisted in it; and eventu-

ally proposed the third. The fourth was not sug-

gested until the 27th, and Germany immediately and

persistently pressed acceptance of it upon Austria-

Hungary.

The first plan listed above, namely, a confer-

ence of ambassadors at London, was suggested

by Sir Edward Grey on July 26th, when he put

forward the proposal that the German, French

and Italian ambassadors should meet with him in

London to discuss appropriate methods for a

peaceful solution of the diplomatic conflict ex-

isting between Austria and Serbia. This was re-

jected by Germany and Austria. Germany and

Austria were opposed to a conference to adjust

the Austro-Serbian dispute. But France and
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Russia were rigidly opposed to any proposal for

a conference which would deal with the Austro-

Kussian difficulties/
54

On the 27th Italy made the most constructive

proposition as to a conference of powers which

was brought forward during the whole crisis of

1914. 35 This was the proposal that there be a

conference of England, Italy, Germany and
France which would be committed to the com-
plete acceptance by Serbia of the Austrian ulti-

matum, but would save the face of Serbia by al-

lowing her to make this capitulation before a

European conference rather than to Austria di-

rectly. France ignored the proposal, Grey for-

warded it without enthusiasm and Sazonov hypo-

critically evaded the issue. Germany urged it

upon Austria, but the latter rejected it. Mor-
hardt holds that this is the most damaging reflec-

tion upon the Entente during the whole period

of the negotiations.

The second plan was one of mediation between

Austria-Hungary and Russia. This was pro-

posed by Grey on the 24th and 25th of July.

Germany at once assented and agreed to medi-

ation between Russia and Austria as soon as

an occasion arose which would permit of such ac-

tion.
36 This procedure was not followed, how-

ever, as it was superseded by the method of pro-

moting direct conversations between Vienna and

St. Petersburg—the method originally proposed
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by Grey on July 20th, rejected by Poincare as

early as July 22nd, later suggested by Germany.

On the 28th Sir Edward Grey admitted

cheerfully that this third plan was the best

method, after all:
3T "As long as there is a pros-

pect of a direct exchange of views between Aus-

tria and Russia, I would suspend every other

suggestion, as I entirely agree that this is the

most preferable method of all." This expedient

of direct conversations was urged upon Austria

by Germany with great earnestness, but it proved

unsuccessful because Russia insisted upon dis-

cussing the relations between Austria and Serbia,

and Austria maintained that this was her own

affair, in spite of vigorous statements to the con-

trary by Germany after July 28th. As we have

seen above, Austria deliberately declared war on

Serbia to forestall negotiations. She did not

give in and even ostensibly assume to be willing

to discuss her Serbian policy with Russia until

after the declaration of the Russian general mo-

bilization, which meant an unavoidable general

conflict;'
8

The fourth method of pacific accommodation

attempted was mediation between Austria-

Hungary and Serbia. This proposal came from

England and was quickly accepted by Ger-

many. Some of Bethmann-Hollweg's most in-

sistent telegrams to Vienna dealt with the matter

of the necessity of Austria's accepting media-
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tion. 39 We have indicated earlier that on this

point Berchtold did not even feign to accede un-

til the telegram sent out of Vienna early in the

morning of August 1st, in which he agreed to

accept the mediation of England in regard to

the Serbian issue. There is little reason to be-

lieve that this capitulation was made in good

faith, but even if it had been it would have

availed nothing, as Sir Edward Grey took no

action on the basis of the telegram, Russia had

mobilized, and France had just informed Russia

of her declaration for war. 40

The above facts are an adequate commentary
upon the accuracy and reliability of Kautsky
and Lichnowsky, and upon the honesty of Mr.
Asquith who, long after the German and Aus-

trian documents were available, quoted approv-

ingly the following from Kautsky: 41

Austria rejected all mediation proposals that were

made, none of which emanated from Germany. The

latter was satisfied with simply transmitting the pro-

posals of others, or else refusing them at the very out-

set as incompatible with Austria's independence.

And also the following even more preposterous

misrepresentation from Lichnowsky: 42

It had, of course, needed but a hint from Berlin to

induce Count Berchtold to be satisfied with a diplo-

matic success. But this hint was not given. On the

contrary, the war was hurried on.
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4. The German Pressure Telegrams

To give some impression of the tension and

anxiety at Berlin over the increasing danger of

a general European war after the 27th of July,

as well as of the severity of the German tele-

grams to Vienna urging conversations and the

acceptance of mediation, we shall quote from

some of the representative telegrams of this

period and from the Kaiser's personal comments.

On July 30th Bethmann-Hollweg telegraphed

to Tschirschky to convey to Berchtold the fol-

lowing appeal to Austria to accept mediation:
43

As a result Ave stand, in case Austria refuses all

mediation, before a conflagration in which England will

be against us ; Italy and Roumania to all appearances

will not go with us, and we two shall be opposed to

four Great Powers. On Germany, thanks to Eng-

land's opposition, the principal burden of the fight

would fall. Austria's political prestige, the honor of

her arms, as well as her just claims against Serbia,

could all be amply satisfied by the occupation of Bel-

grade or of other places. She would be strengthening

her status in the Balkans as well as in relation to Russia

by the humiliation of Serbia. Under these circum-

stances we must urgently and impressively suggest to

the consideration of the Vienna Cabinet the acceptance

of mediation on the above-mentioned honorable con-

ditions. The responsibility for the consequences that

would otherwise follow would be an uncommonly heavy

one both for Austria and for us.
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On the same day Bethmann-Hollweg induced
the Kaiser to send the following telegram to the

Austrian Emperor: 44

I do not feel myself able to refuse the personal plea

of the Czar that I undertake to attempt mediation for

the prevention of a world conflagration and the main-

tenance of world peace, and had proposals submitted

to your Government yesterday and today through my
Ambassador. Among other things, they provide that

Austria should announce her conditions after occup}'-

ing Belgrade or other places. I should be honestly

obliged to you, if you would favor me with your de-

cision as soon as possible.

Later in the day Bethmann-Hollweg sent the

following urgent telegram to Tschirschky, in-

sisting that Austria accept mediation upon the

basis of the "pledge-plan" as suggested by Ger-

many and Sir Edward Grey: 45

If Vienna declines to give in in any direction, espe-

cially along the lines of the last Grey proposal, as may
be assumed from the telephone conversation of Your
Excellency with Mr. von Stumm, it will hardly be pos-

sible any longer to place the guilt of the outbreak of a

European conflagration on Russia's shoulders. His

Majesty undertook intervention at Vienna at the re-

quest of the Czar since he could not refuse to do so

without creating the incontrovertible suspicion that we

wanted war. The success of this intervention is, of

course, rendered difficult, inasmuch as Russia has mo-

bilized against Austria. This we have announced to
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England today, adding that we had already suggested

in a friendly tone, both at Paris and Petersburg, the

cessation of French and Russian war preparations, so

that we could take a new step in this direction only

through an ultimatum, which would mean war. We
suggested to Sir Edward Grey, nevertheless, that he

work energetically along this line at Paris and Peters-

burg, and have just received through Lichnowsky his

assurance to that effect. If England's efforts suc-

ceed, while Vienna declines everything, Vienna will be

giving documentary evidence that it absolutely wants

a war, into which we shall be drawn, while Russia re-

mains free of responsibility. That would place us, in

the eyes of our own people, in an untenable situation.

Thus we can only urgently advise that Austria accept

the Grey proposal, which preserves her status for her

in every way.

Your Excellency will at once express yourself most

emphatically on this matter to Count Berchtold, per-

haps also to Count Tisza.

5. The Alarm of the Kaiser

The state of mind of the Kaiser at this time is

admirably reflected by his long note appended to

the telegram of Count Pourtales, the German

Ambassador to St. Petersburg, on July 30th

telling of the Russian decision to take the fatal

step of mobilization:
46

If mobilization can no longer be retracted

—

which is

not true—why, then, did the Czar appeal to my media-
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tion three days afterward without mention of the issu-

ance of the mobilization order? That shows plainly

that the mobilization appeared to him to have been

precipitate, and that after it he made this move pro

forma in our direction for the sake of quieting his un-

easy conscience, although he knew that it would no

longer be of any use, as he did not feel himself to be

strong enough to stop the mobilization. Frivolity and

weakness are to plunge the world into the most fright-

ful war, which eventually aims at the destruction of

Germany. For I have no doubt left about it : Eng-

land, Russia and France have agreed among themselves

—after laying the foundation of the casus foederis for

us through Austria—to take the Austro-Serbian con-

flict for an excuse for waging a war of extermination

against us. Hence Grey's cynical observation to Lich-

nowsky "as long as the war is confined to Russia and

Austria, England would sit quiet, only when we and

France mixed into it would he be compelled to make an

active move against us (") ; i. e., either we are shame-

fully to betray our allies, sacrifice them to Russia

—

thereby breaking up the Triple Alliance, or we are to

be attacked in common by the Triple Entente for our

fidelity to oar allies and punished, whereby they will

satisfy their jealousy by joining in totally ruining us.

That is the real naked situation in nuce, which slowly

and cleverly set going, certainly by Edward VII, has

been carried on, and systematically built up by dis-

owned conferences between England and Paris and St.

Petersburg ; finally brought to a conclusion by George

V and set to work. And thereby the stupidity and

ineptitude of our ally is turned into a snare for us.
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So the famous "circumscription" of Germany has

finally become a complete fact, despite every effort of

our politicians and diplomats to prevent it. The net

has been suddenly thrown over our head, and England

sneeringly reaps the most brilliant success of her per-

sistently prosecuted purely anti-German world-policy,

against which we have proved ourselves helpless, while

she twists the noose of our political and economic de-

struction out of our fidelity to Austria, as we squirm

isolated in the net. A great achievement which arouses

the admiration even of him who is to be destroyed as

its result! Edward VII is stronger after his death

than am I who am still alive! And there have been

people who believed that England could be won over or

pacified, by this or that puny measure!!! Unre-

mittingly, relentlessly she has pursued her object, with

notes, holiday proposals, scares, Haldane, etc., until

this point was reached. And we walked into the net

and even went into the one-ship-program in construc-

tion with the ardent hope of thus pacifying England ! !

!

All my warnings, all my pleas were voiced for noth-

ing. Now comes England's so-called gratitude for it

!

From the dilemma raised by our fidelity to the vener-

able old Emperor of Austria we are brought into a

situation which offers England the desired pretext for

annihilating us under the hypocritical cloak of justice,

namely, of helping France on account of the reputed

"balance of power" in Europe, i. e., playing the card

of all the European nations in England's favor against

us! This whole business must now be ruthlessly un-

covered and the mask of Christian peaceableness pub-

licly and brusquely torn from its face in public, and
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the pharisaical hypocrisy exposed on the pillory !

!

And our consuls in Turkey and India, agents, etc.,

must fire the whole Mohammedan world to fierce re-

bellion against this hated, lying, conscienceless nation

of shop-keepers ; for if we are to be bled to death,

England shall at least lose India.

The same day he made the following comment
on an article in the London Morning Post on

"Efforts towards Peace": 47

The only possible way to ensure or enforce peace is

that England must tell Paris and Petersburg—its

Allies—to remain quiet, i. e., neutral, to the Austro-

Serbian conflict, then Germany can remain quiet too.

But if England continues to remain silent or to give

lukewarm assurances of neutrality; that would mean

encouragement to its Allies to attack Austro-Germany.

Berlin has tried to mediate between Petersburg and

Vienna on the appeal of the Czar. But His Majesty

silently had already mobilized before the appeal; so

that the mediator—Germany—is placed "en demeure"'

and his work becomes illusory. Now only England

alone can stop the catastrophe by restraining its

Allies, by clearly intimating that—as Sir E. Grey de-

clared—it had nothing to do with the Austro-Serbian

conflict, and that if one of its Allies took an active

part in the strife it could not reckon on the help of

England. That would put a stop to all war. King

George has communicated England's intention to re-

main neutral to me by Prince Henry. On the other

hand the Naval Staff have this morning—July 30

—

received a telegram from the German military attache
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in London, that Sir E. Grey in a private conversation

with Prince Lichnowsky, declared that if Germany

made war on France, England would immediately at-

tack Germany with a fleet ! Consequently Sir E. Grey

says the direct contrary to what his Sovereign com-

municated to me through my brother and places his

King in the position of a double-tongued liar vis-a-vis

to me.

The whole war is plainly arranged between England,

France and Russia for the annihilation of Germany,

lastly through the conversations with Poincare in

Paris and Petersburg, and the Austro-Serbian strife is

only an excuse to fall upon us! God help us in this

fight for our existence, brought about by falseness,

lies and poisonous envy

!

As Ewart remarks: 48 "The attitude here re-

vealed is not that of a man who finds himself, at

his own selected moment, in the situation for

which he has secretly prepared for forty years."

It is a striking indication of the progress in our

knowledge of war guilt in the last six years that

even so calm and judicious a student of the

problem as Professor Fay could in 1920 desig-

nate the above statements of the Kaiser as a

"raving philippic,"
49 while to-day we must rec-

ognize that they are a fairly accurate and concise

description of the actual facts as they have been

established by the documents published since

1919, and especially the Russian and British doc-

uments published since 1921.
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The "die-hards" contend that these German
efforts to restrain Austria were not genuine but

were made only to save appearances in the event

of war. This is patently absurd, though, of

course, if war broke out, Germany wanted her

case to be as good as possible before European

opinion.

6. Did Germany Decide for War on the

30th of July?

A very important point in connection with the

above is the question as to whether Germany
gave up hope of diplomatic negotiations and de-

cided upon war before she learned of the Rus-

sian general mobilization, ordered late in the

afternoon of July 30th and announced the fol-

lowing day. If it can be demonstrated that she

did, then the basic argument that Germany was

driven into the decision upon war by the Rus-

sian mobilization falls to the ground, though, of

course, it would still be true that the Russian

mobilization long preceded the German. A dis-

tinguished student of the problem of war guilt

has made this assertion, namely, M. Pierre

Renouvin, in his important work Les Origines

immediates de la guerre.
50 Professor Fay has,

however, pointed out clearly the obvious false-

ness of this contention.
51

It is based primarily

upon the fact that at 11.20, on the night of July
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30th, Bethmann-Hollweg wired Tschirschky,

cancelling a restraining telegram sent somewhat

earlier that day. Renouvin, and Poincare, who

has breathlessly followed him in this, contend

that this is proof that by this time Bethmann-

Hollweg had surrendered to Moltke and the

militarists.

Such an interpretation is preposterous in the

light of what we know to have been the real rea-

sons of Bethmann-Hollweg for this action. As

Fay and Ewart point out from the documents, 52

there were two reasons why this was done. The

first was the receipt of information from the

army that the Russians were mobilizing on the

German frontier, and he desired to get further

information on this point before proceeding with

diplomatic pressure. The second cause of his

action was the receipt, late on the 30th, of a

telegram from George V to Prince Henry of

Prussia, stating that England was attempting

to restrain France and Russia, and asking Ger-

many to press Austria more vigorously to ac-

cept the "pledge-plan" for the occupation of Bel-

grade alone. Bethmann-Hollweg desired to ex-

amine this telegram and its implications before

continuing with his own pressure plans. How
far the Chancellor was from desisting in his

peace pressure is evident from the fact that at

2.45, on the morning of July 31st, he sent the

telegram of George V on to Vienna with his



27-t GENESIS OF THE WORLD AVAR

approval and a forceful appeal for an immedi-

ate decision from Vienna. As Professor Fay
describes his action:

53 "Bethmann grasped at

this telegram from George V as another chance

for peace. He sent it on with a last urgent ap-

peal 'for a definite decision in Vienna within the

course of the day'." By the next day Germany

learned of the Russian general mobilization, and

from that time on her diplomatic activities were

chiefly directed towards the futile effort to in-

duce Russia to suspend her mobilization, with-

out which there was no chance of averting war.

Germany, then, remained firm for pacific ne-

gotiations until the end. What prevented her

from success in these endeavors were the stub-

bornness and evasion of Austria, encouraged,

perhaps, by Moltke's precautionary telegrams to

Hotzendorf, the precipitate and unjustifiable

Russian mobilization, encouraged by Poincare

and the announced mobilization of the English

fleet.

7. The Szogyeny Telegram, and Bethmann-

Hollweg's Inquiry concerning the Attitude

of England

This will be as appropriate a place as any

to dispose of two specious criticisms of German

efforts to settle the July crisis by diplomacy

which are still tenaciously adjhered to by the

"straw-clutchers" and "bitter-enders" among the
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"old guard," namely, the Szogyeny Telegram of

July 27, 1914, and Bethmann-Hollweg's attempt

to discover the attitude of Great Britain in the

crisis on July 29th. The telegram sent to

Vienna by Count Szogyeny, the Austrian Am-
bassador at Berlin, was held by the American

delegation at Versailles to be conclusive proof of

the insincerity of Germany in supporting Grey's

diplomatic efforts. This telegram, with Mont-

gelas' reflections, follows

:

"The Foreign Secretary informed me, in the strictest

confidence, that the German Government would shortly

acquaint Your Excellency with possible English pro-

posals of mediation.

"The German Government give the most positive as-

surance that they do not identify themselves in any

way with the proposals, they are even decidedly against

their being considered, and they only forward them,

in compliance with the English request.

"In doing so the}^ are guided by the view that it is of

the utmost importance that England should not make

common cause with Russia and France at the present

moment. Consequently everything must be avoided

that would break off the communications between Ger-

many and England which have hitherto worked so well.

If Germany were to tell Sir Edward Grey plainly that

she would not forward the wish to Austria-Hungary,

which England thinks more likely to be considered if it

comes through Germany, this would lead to the very

state of affairs it is so essential to avoid.

"Moreover, whenever England made a request of this
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kind in Vienna, the German Government would state
j

most explicitly that they did not in any way endorse

such requests for intervention, and only passed them

on in compliance with England's wish."

"The English Government, it appears, had already

approached him (the Foreign Secretary) yesterday

through the German Ambassador in London, and

through their representative here, with a view to in-

ducing him to support England's wish that we should

modify the note to Serbia. He, von Jagow, replied

that he would certainly comply with Sir Edward Grey's

wish that he should forward England's request to Your

Excellency, but he could not second it, as the Serbian

dispute was a question of prestige for the Austro-Hun-

garian Monarchy, in which Germany had an interest.

"He, the Foreign Secretary, had therefore forwarded

Sir Edward Grey's Note to Herr von Tschirschky, but .

without instructing him to submit it to Your Ex-

cellency ; he had been able to inform the English Cabinet

that he did not directly reject the English wish, and

had even passed it on to Vienna.

"In conclusion the Secretary of State repeated his

view of the case, and begged me, in order to avoid any

misunderstanding, to assure Your Excellency that his

having acted as intermediary in this instance does not

at all mean that he is in favor of the English proposal

being considered."

The American delegation at Versailles only published

the two first paragraphs of this telegram, which, taken

by themselves, must give an impression of Machiavel-

lism. But if the fourth paragraph is correctly read, it

does away with this impression. In it the Berlin Gov-
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ernment state that whenever an English proposal is

made which they do not think suitable, they will inform

the Cabinet in London that they do not support the

proposal, and are merely forwarding it to Vienna, in

compliance with England's request. This would have

been a perfectly frank and honorable course, and it is

what the German Government really did. With regard

to the purport of the telegram, it should be noted:

(1) that England never proposed that Austria should

"modify the Note to Serbia." The Ambassador was

probably referring to the proposal which reached Ber-

lin on the evening of July 25, that Germany should try

to induce Vienna to consider the Serbian answer satis-

factory. (2) This proposal was forwarded to Vienna,

and at the same time the British Charge d'Affaires was

told that it had only been passed on, and that the Gov-

ernment did not see their way to going beyond this.

(3) Both Herr von Bethmann Hollweg and Herr von

Jagow have stated most positively that they never made

any communication to the Austrian Ambassador, which

would coincide with the two first paragraphs.

To Montgelas' convincing remarks the writer

would add the following considerations. The

telegram referred to a time and events before

Germany had become convinced of the danger to

Europe in the Austro-Serbian dispute and when

she still clung to the view that this struggle could

be localized. Germany's determination upon

restraint of Austria only developed after the 27th

and 28th. The telegram did not refer to any of

the five plans of diplomatic settlement actually
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proposed or utilized in the crisis. The telegram

is completely out of accord with all of the actual

achievements of Germany in regard to diplo-

matic pressure. Neither Berchtold nor Hoyos,

in their post-war efforts to put the hlame for war

on Germany, has ever invoked the Szogyeny

Telegram in their defence, and Hotzendorf has

shown us that after July 29th Berchtold had no

doubt as to the sincerity of German pressure on

Austria. The French writer, Fabre-Luce, com-

pletely repudiates the view of the Szogyeny Tele-

gram, held by the American delegation at Ver-

sailles and concludes that the evidence "is suf-

ficient to show that the Ambassador's telegram

did not refer to the endeavors to mediate on the

29th and 30th of July, and that, if it faithfully

describes the German Government's feelings on

the 27th, it merely helps to measure the extent

and rapidity of the change [in the attitude of

Germany after the 27th]."

The allegation that Bethmann-Hollweg's

attempt on July 29th to discover the position of

England in the event of a war proves the German
decision upon war by that time is even more silly

than the Potsdam Conference Myth and the

Szogyeny Telegram accusation. It was a matter

of great importance for Germany to learn

whether or not England intended to remain

neutral. The ineffectiveness of Bethmann-

l lolhvcg's intervention in Vienna and the rumors
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of Russian mobilization made the outlook dark.

Germany certainly had as much justification in

being interested in British neutrality as France

and Russia had in investigating her likelihood of

intervening to aid them. And whereas Beth-

mann did not inquire until July 29th, Sazonov

attempted to force the hand of England as early

as the 24th when he stated to Buchanan that he

"hoped that his Majesty's Government would not

fail to proclaim their solidarity with Russia and

France." On the 29th Sazonov was telegraph-

ing to Izvolski: "We have no alternative but to

hasten our military preparations and to assume

that war is probably inevitable. ... It is much

to be desired that England, without losing time,

join France and Russia."

8. Was German Diplomatic Pressure

Exerted too Late?

It has often been held that German pressure

was applied to Austria "too late" to achieve

any effective results. It is essential to examine

in just what sense and just why it was "too

late."
54 It was such because of the combined

stubbornness of Austria and the overprecipi-

tate and deliberately provocative general mo-

bilization of the Russian army. Germany was

from the first alert as to any symptoms that the

proposed punitive war might develop into a
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European war, and eager to prevent any such

disaster. She acted as soon as it became at all

evident that localization might not be successful.

It might be said that she should have deserted

Austria in the light of the latter's refusal to ac-

cept the German advice, but Germany never

had any opportunity to bring Austria to her

senses in this fashion, for, before she had ceased

exerting pressure on Austria, Russia had inter-

vened with her general mobilization which put

an end forever to any hope of a pacific solution

of the crisis of 1914. Indeed, Russia, following

the advice of France, saw to it that Germany was

afforded no opportunity to desert Austria.

Russia mobilized directly against Germany, and

after the outbreak of hostilities hurled half a mil-

lion men against the German frontier.

Certainly, the guilt of Russia was incompar-
|

ably greater.
55 Austria insisted on a local war

for reasons which involved her most vital inter-

ests, and under conditions which made Russian

intervention unnecessary and unjustifiable,

namely, the promise to respect the territory and

sovereignty of Serbia. Even more, Russia

knowingly took the fatal step before it was in

any sense certain that Germany's pressure on

Austria would not lead her to accept the pledge-

plan favored by the Kaiser, George V and Sir

Edward Grey. Indeed, at the time of proclaim-

ing the mobilization, there seemed more proba-
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bility of Austrian capitulation than at any other

period in the crisis up to that moment.56 There-

fore, if Germany was "too late" with her pres-

sure for peace, it was not her fault but that

of Austria and, particularly, Russia. And cer-

tainly neither France nor England can criticize

Germany on this ground, as France made no

effort whatever to restrain Russia, and England

made but the most feeble, if not utterly faked

and deceptive, efforts to restrain Russia, and

none at all to restrain France.
57 Nor can the

Russians complain about Austrian stubbornness

in accepting mediation, as Sazonov, having been

given a blank cheque by Poincare in St. Peters-

burg, warned the other powers at the outset that

Russia rejected in advance any proposals for

moderation with respect to Russia's policy

towards Austria.58

VI. THE KAISER AND THE OUTBREAK

OF HOSTILITIES

We shall reserve a detailed consideration of

the Russian mobilization which produced the

World War for the next chapter, limiting our-

selves here to a discussion of Germany's reaction

to the military preparations of Russia. During

the 27th and 28th of July there were repeated

rumors brought to Berlin of extensive military

preparations on the part of the Russians, rumors

which we now know to have been founded upon
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substantial facts.
59 Late in the evening of July

28 the Kaiser sent the following telegram to the

Tsar, urging him to keep the Russian situation

under control: 60

It is with the gravest concern that I hear of the im-

pression which the action of Austria against Serbia

is creating in your country. The unscrupulous agita-

tion that has been going on in Serbia for years has.

resulted in the outrageous crime to which Archduke

Franz Ferdinand fell a victim. The spirit that led

Serbians to murder their own king and his wife still

dominates the country. You will doubtless agree with

me that we both, you and me, have a common interest,

as well as all Sovereigns, to insist that all the persons

responsible for the dastardly murder should receive

their deserved punishment. In this politics play no

part at all.

On the other hand I fully understand how difficult it

is for you and your Government to face the drift of

your public opinion. Therefore, with regard to the

hearty and tender friendship which binds us both from

long ago with firm ties, I am exerting my utmost in-

fluence to induce the Austrians to deal straightly to

arrive at a satisfactory understanding with you. I

confidently hope 3'ou will help me in my efforts to

smooth over difficulties that may still arise.

On the morning of July 29 the Tsar signed an

order for the general mobilization of the Rus-

sian army, and during the day General Dobrorol-

ski, chief of the mobilization division, made his
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preparations for sending out the announcements

and orders involved.
61 But at 6.30 in the after-

noon of July 29 the Kaiser sent the following

telegram to the Tsar :

6 "

I received your telegram and share your wish that

peace should be maintained. But as I told you in my

first telegram, I cannot consider Austria's action

against Serbia an "ignoble" war. Austria knows by

experience that Serbian promises on paper are wholly

unreliable. I understand its action must be judged as

tending to get full guarantee that the Serbian promises

shall become real facts. Tims my reasoning is borne

out by the statement of the Austrian Cabinet that Aus-

tria does not want to make any territorial conquests

at the expense of Serbia. I therefore suggest that it

would be quite possible for Russia to remain a spec-

tator of the Austro-Serbian conflict without involving

Europe in the most horrible war she has ever wit-

nessed. I think a direct understanding between your

Government and Vienna possible and desirable and as

I already telegraphed to you, my Government is con-

tinuing its exertions to promote it. Of course mili-

tary measures on the part of Russia which would be

looked on by Austria as threatening would precipitate

a calamity we both wish to avoid and jeopardize my

position as mediator which I readily accepted on your

appeal to my friendship and my help.

This made a strong impression upon the Tsar,

who, between 9 and 11 p. m., ordered the Rus-

sian Minister of War to stop the general mobili-

zation and remain content with a partial mo-
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bilization.
63 But on the afternoon of the 30th

Sazonov persuaded the Tsar to consent once

more to the ordering of the general mobilization.

Sazonov telephoned this information to the Chief

of Staff about 4> p. m. on the 30th.64 By 7 p. m.

the announcement of the general mobilization

had been telegraphed throughout the Russian

Empire. At 2 p. m. on the 31st the Kaiser made

a last desperate appeal to the Tsar: 65

In my endeavors to maintain the peace of the world

I have gone to the utmost limit possible. The respon-

sibility for the disaster which is now threatening the

whole civilized world will not be laid at my door. In

this moment it still lies in your power to avert it. No-

body is threatening the honor or power of Russia who

can well afford to await the result of my mediation.

My friendship for you and your Empire, transmitted

to me by my grandfather on his deathbed, has always

been sacred to me and I have honestly often backed up

Russia when she was in serious trouble, especially in

her last war.

The peace of Europe may still be maintained by

you, if Russia will agree to stop the military measures

which must threaten Germany and Austria-Hungary.

These telegrams prove how eager the Kaiser

was to avert hostilities. Moreover, his deeds at

the time agree with his words, something which

cannot be claimed for Sazonov, Poincare, Grey

or George V. In spite of the fact that French,

Russian and British authorities had long assumed
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that Russian mobilization was equivalent to a

Russian declaration of war upon Germany, and

would in all probability be followed by an im-

mediate declaration of war by Germany, the

Kaiser did not actually declare war upon Russia

until two days after Russian general mobiliza-

tion had been determined upon, and after all of

his efforts to induce the Tsar to suspend mobili-

zation had completely failed. At 1 p. m. on July

31st Germany proclaimed "the state of imminent

danger of war." At 3.30 on the afternoon of

the 31st she warned Russia that she would mo-

bilize unless Russia suspended mobilization

within twelve hours. At 5 r. m. on the next day

(August 1), after more than twenty-four hours'

delay, instead of twelve, to receive the Russian

answer which never came, Germany ordered

mobilization, and an hour later declared war on

Russia. 66 Judge Bausman comments in the fol-

lowing manner on the Kaiser's moderation and

hesitation with respect to mobilization and the

declaration of war:

To me the patience of the Kaiser is incredible. . . .

The fact is that if we look at this thing purely from

the standpoint of German safety, the Kaiser should

have ordered general mobilization a week sooner than

he did, or at least have served upon Russia his ulti-

matum that her military preparations cease.

Sazonov and Poincare, in their attempts to

defend their action, have contended that Russian
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mobilization was not equivalent to war, but this

is pure quibbling and misrepresentation. The
French and Russian military authorities from

1893 onward definitely operated on the candid

assumption that this mobilization was equivalent

to war, and expected a German declaration of

war to follow immediately. When the English

arranged their military conventions with France

and Russia they fully accepted this view. Fur-

ther, as Morhardt demonstrates, the Tsar, George

V, the Kaiser and most of the leading statesmen

and diplomats of 1914 frankly admitted this to

be the fact.
67 Viviani openly proclaimed the

first to mobilize as the aggressor, and tried to

demonstrate that Germany had been the first.
68

Further, on July 25th, Sir George Buchanan,

the British Ambassador at St. Petersburg, sol-

emnly warned Sazonov that Russian mobiliza-

tion would inevitably bring on a European

war. 69

Another war-time myth should be mentioned

here, namely, the allegation that Russia deter-

mined upon general mobilization because of the

publication of a false report of German mobili-

zation in the Berlin Lohdlanzeiger at 1 p. m. on

July 30th.
70 How preposterous this assertion

is will be fully demonstrated in the next chap-

ter.
71

The "straw-clutchers," in their effort to sus-

tain their thesis of German responsibility for the
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precipitation of the World War, fall back upon

Moltke's telegrams to Conrad on July 31st, urg-

ing" the latter to stand firm in his military plans

and to hasten Austrian mobilization. This, they

allege, proves that Moltke was determined

upon war from the beginning and deliberately

"double-crossed" the Kaiser and Bethmann-

Hollweg.

Count Montgelas and Herr von Schafer have

thoroughly disposed of this fiction, supported by

Bernadotte Schmitt, Heinrich Kanner and oth-

ers, in masterly articles in the Kriegsschuld-

frage for August, 1926, and in the Revue de

Hongrie for November 15, 1926. On July 27th

Moltke telegraphed to his wife to remain at the

opera festival as he did not expect any military

crisis before August 15th, if at all. This re-

mained his attitude until the arrival in Berlin of

frequent and credible rumors of Russian mobili-

zation. As late as the 31st Moltke stated that

the civil government was in full control in Ber-

lin and that he could assume no control of the

situation until the rumored Russian mobilization

was fully confirmed. Further, Moltke de-

manded three independent and reliable confirma-

tions of the Russian mobilization before he would

consent to request German mobilization. 72

When Germany found herself unavoidably

involved in war with Russia she attempted to

secure the neutrality of France and England.
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The futility in any hope of inducing France to

remain neutral is now well known since the

publication of the Russian documents. 73 Poin-

care had firmly bound himself anew to fulfil the

promises he made to Russia in 1912 which we

described in an earlier chapter.
71 But, more im-

portant than this, we now know that late in the

evening of July 31st the French government had

firmly and irrevocably decided upon war, and

that, at 1 a. m. on the morning of August 1st,

Izvolski telegraphed this information to Sazo-

nov. 75 Hence, France had decided upon war at

least sixteen hours before Germany declared war

on Russia. Technically France was not bound

by the terms of the alliance with Russia to come

to her aid in 191 4, in the light of the priority of

the Russian mobilization to that of the German. 76

It was equally impossible to persuade England

to remain neutral. As early as the 25th of July

Sir Edward Grey had envisaged Russian mobili-

zation, and he steadfastly refused to put any firm

pressure on Russia to compel her to suspend

her fatal military preparations. How mislead-

ing is the conventional assertion that England

entered the War because of the invasion of Bel-

gium may be seen from the fact that on August

2nd, long before the German invasion, Grey

assured Paul Cambon, the French Ambassador

in London, that England would enter the War
on the side of France and Russia.77 Germany

would very probably have kept out of Belgium
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if Grey had promised neutrality on this basis, but

he refused to commit himself.
78 Germany even

proposed not to attack France if England would

remain neutral, but the offer availed her nothing.

The German declaration of war on France was

a mere formality, and the English declared war

on Germany.

We might here also discuss briefly the atti-

tude of the German officials and diplomats at

the time of the outbreak of the World War.

The French, Russians and British, fighting for

their lives on the defensive, and hypothetically

terror-stricken, should have been much down-

cast at the prospect, while the Germans, at last

realizing the prelude to their plans of a genera-

tion for world dominion, should have been

enormously elated. It is surprising that the re-

verse seems to have been the case. Paleologue

tells us of the great enthusiasm of the Russians

(excepting the Tsar) for war, 79 and Izvolski

tells of the "hearty, high spirits" with which the

French informed him of their decision for war. 80

While Grey and Asquith took their decision for

war with some gravity, there was enormous en-

thusiasm on the part of Churchill, Bonar Law,

Maxse and Nicolson.
81 Yet, von Tirpitz and

the British military attache in Berlin tell us of

the distress of the Kaiser when war was deter-

mined upon; the British Ambassador in Berlin

has given us a graphic picture of Bethmann-

Hollweg as near a collapse during his last inter-
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view Avith him; and Buchanan, Paleologue and

Baron Schilling have recounted how Pourtales,

the German Ambassador to Russia, broke down

and wept when he handed the declaration of war

to Sazonov.82

VII. THE GERMAN INVASION OF BELGIUM

AND THE GERMAN ATROCITIES

There is no doubt whatever that the German

invasion of Belgium was a diplomatic blunder

of the first magnitude, but that it was a unique

crime never contemplated by other powers is

pure nonsense. The Franco-British military

plans of 1911, 1912, and 1913 contemplated an

Anglo-French movement through Belgium to

the German frontiers.
83 France and Great

Britain were not surprised by the German in-

vasion of Belgium, as they knew of the plan

by 1906. For a period of ten years before the

War England had periodically approached Bel-

gium to secure Belgian consent to the landing

of British troops in Belgium in the event of a

war with Germany. 84 The Belgian King ex-

pressed himself in 1914 as more fearful of the

French than the Germans. 8 ' In 1914 Germany

simply "beat them to it." France did not dare

to move into Belgium before the British entry

into the War, because this would have turned

British opinion against France. Hence in 1914

the French plan of advance in the west was
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shifted to Alsace. 80 Grey could not swing Brit-

ish opinion for war until after the Germans had

invaded Belgium.87 Again, Germany had the

candor at once to admit that the invasion of Bel-

gium was a violation of neutral rights, but Eng-

land defended as legal her atrocious and numer-

ous violations of neutral rights on the seas during

the War. The bull-dozing of Greece by Great

Britain to force her into the War is highly com-

parable to the conduct of Germany towards Bel-

gium in 1914.88 As Alcide Ebray has shown in

his Chiffons de Papier, treaty violation was a

major recreation of all the European powers in

the century before the World War; and it is

ironically amusing to consider the Entente indict-

ment of Germany for violating the Treaty of

1839, in the light of the Entente violation of the

Fourteen Points by the Treaty of Versailles and

of the French violation of the Treaty of Ver-

sailles by the Ruhr invasion.

Further, what Germany did after the War be-

gan obviously has little or no bearing whatever

upon her responsibility for its origin. Hence

the absurd nonsense in any such statement as

the following from the pen of a "bitter-ender,"

Mr. Simeon Strunsky, which appeared in the

New York Times for August 30, 1925: 89

The telegrams of the diplomats were belied by com-

mon sense and experience and utterly refuted by the

final event of the German guns against Liege. All the
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carefully edited citations from telegrams, reports, con-

versations, letters and speeches, despite their precision

of year, day and minute, will not avail to establish

Germany's innocence against her record as written in

the general impressions of half a century—and in the

light of the final event.

It would also be useful here to destroy for all

time a phase of Entente propaganda which suc-

cessfully aroused world opinion against Germany

—namely, that of the alleged atrocities of Ger-

many during the War. While war itself is an

atrocity, and the Germans may have been guilty

of as many acts of misconduct as any other major

power, with the possible exception of Russia,

the stories which passed current during the War
have been utterly repudiated by both Entente

and neutral investigators. Even Belgian au-

thorities themselves have denied the truth of

such charges of German atrocities in Belgium

as those embodied in the Bryce Report and other

similar publications. Lloyd George and Nitti

have admitted that no one has ever seen a Bel-

gian child with its hands cut off by the Germans.

Likewise, in regard to the submarine warfare,

Admiral Sims has challenged anyone to produce

evidence of more than one German atrocity in

the period of submarine activity, and the officers

guilty of this were punished by the German

government. The astonishing falsification of

"atrocity" pictures by the French and the
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British has recently been revealed by Ferdinand

Avenarius.90 The following example is one of

thousands of similar character: Certain Ger-

man officers early in June, 1914, had been given

prizes for superior riding and manoeuvring.

They had been photographed proudly exhibit-

ing these trophies. The French took this pic-

ture, removed the verbal explanation from be-

neath it, and replaced it by a new and falsified

description representing these officers as defiantly

displaying spoil taken from ravaged Polish

homes and churches. Likewise, the pictures

purporting to exhibit German atrocities in Po-

land have been shown to be actually pictures of

the Russian pogroms against the Jews in Poland

and elsewhere in 1905 and subsequent years.

Much interest has also been recently aroused

by the revelations of General J. V. Charteris,

who was, during the War, Chief of the Intelli-

gence Division of the British General Staff.
01

At a speech before the National Arts Club in

New York City on October 19, 1925, he naively

revealed how he had switched the title of the

picture of a train-load of dead German horses

being taken to a fertilizer plant to a picture of

dead German soldiers being taken to the rear.

This picture was sent to China, a country be-

lieving in ancestor worship, and hence outraged

by this picture of the desecration of the dead.

The photograph had a great deal of influence
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in inducing the Chinese to enter the World
War on the side of the Allies. The picture was

then sent back to England where the dead,

headed for the fertilizer plant, were represented

as in part dead British soldiers. This aroused

great indignation among the British, stimulating

contributions and enlistments in the British Isles.

Charteris still further revealed how he had en-

deavored to give the fabrication still greater

plausibility by faking a diary to be put in the

pocket of a dead German soldier describing his

horrible experiences while at work in one of these

"corpse factories." An English friend of the

writer reproached Lord Bryce for his part in

spreading the false atrocities stories, but he dis-

missed the matter with a shrug of his shoulders

and the cynical remark: "Anything goes in

wartime!"

In the recent sensational book, Behind the

Scenes in French Journalism, the author, "A
French Chief Editor," thus describes the organi-

zation of propaganda in France during the

World War: 91a

If you reduce the lie to a scientific system, put it on

thick and heavy, and with great effort and sufficient

finances scatter it all over the world as the pure truth,

you can deceive whole nations for a long time and drive

them to slaughter for causes in which they have not

the slightest interest. We have seen that sufficiently

during the last war and will see it in the next one by
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which a kind providence will clumsily try to solve the

problem of over-population.

We concluded immediately and very correctly that

it is not sufficient to inflame the masses for war, and,

in order to escape the accusation of the war-guilt, to

represent the enemy as a dangerous disturber of the

peace and the most terrible enemy of mankind.

We did not wait for Lord Northcliffe's procedure.

On the spur of the moment we appreciated the great

importance to enthuse public opinion for our more or

less just cause. As early as three days after the out-

break of the war, Viviani promulgated a law which on

the same day was passed by the Chamber and the Sen-

ate, and which provided as the first installment of a

powerful propaganda the trifling amount of 25 million

francs in gold for the establishment of La Maison de la

Presse, a gigantic building, Francois Street, 3, five

stories high, without the basement, where the printing

presses are located, and the ground floor, with its large

meeting hall. A busy, lively going and coming, as in a

beehive ; trucks arriving, elegant autos with pretentious

looking persons. The two hundred rooms contain the

work-shops, offices, parlors, and reception-rooms, where

those war-mad heroes are domiciled, whose courage

grows with the degree of distance from the trenches.

From the basement, up to the fifth story, covered with a

glass roof—all is the embodiment of concentrated prop-

aganda. In the basement stood the machinery neces-

sary for printing and reproduction, under the glass

roof operated the photo-chemigraphic department. Its

principal work consisted in making photographs and

cuts of wooden figures with cut-off hands, torn-out
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tongues, gouged-out eyes, crushed skulls and brains laid
,

"

bare. The pictures thus made were sent as unassail-
[

able evidence of German atrocities to all parts of the 1

globe, where they did not fail to produce the desired
i

effect. In the same room fictitious photographs were
(

made of bombarded French and Belgian churches, vio-
,

lated graves and monuments and scenes of ruins and

desolation. The staging and painting of those scenes

were done by the best scene-painters of the Paris Grand

Opera.

That bombardment of cities famous for their

antiquities or art treasures is not a unique

German crime or military procedure one may

discover from reflecting upon the fate, during the

last few years, of Damascus, a city far more

precious in the historic traditions of humanity

than Rheims. The air-bombardment of non-

combatants during the recent Riffian War in

Morocco is also a pertinent case at this point.

Many will doubtless allege that this chapter

constitutes a well-nigh complete "white-washing"

of Germany as far as immediate responsibility

for the World War is concerned, and the writer

frankly admits that such is the case. But if the

facts lead us to this conclusion we must be will-

ing to accept it, however distasteful it may be.

Of course, no one in his right mind would con-

tend that Germany hereby escapes her due share

of responsibility for the European system of na-

tionalism, imperialism, militarism, navalism and

secret diplomacy which predisposed that conti-
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nent towards war, but even here we must com-

pletely abandon the idea that Germany was any

more guilty in this respect than any of the other

major states in Europe after 1870. The writer

doubts if it can „be proved that she was even as

much responsible for the system as France or

i Russia during this same period. And it must

further be recognized that, far from deliberately

plunging Europe into war in 1914, the Kaiser

; acted as vigorously and consistently as any other

(

person in Europe during the acute crisis of 1914

in the effort to avert the development of the gen-

!
era! conflict. He may not have written more

' charmingly during this period than Sir Edward
Grey, but he backed up his pretensions to the de-

sire for peace by important concrete acts of re-

straint, something which cannot be claimed for

Grey and his supporters. We, of course, recog-

nize that the speeches and personal traits of the

Kaiser had often raised apprehensions prior to

i 1914, but so had the acts and words of Edward
VII and the diplomacy of Delcasse and Izvol-

ski.

This chapter must not, of course, be inter-

preted in any sense as an argument for or against

the German system of government in 1914, or

for the superiority or inferiority of German cul-

ture. To hold Germany relatively guiltless as

far as the immediate precipitation of the World
War is concerned does not prove Cologne Ca-

thedral superior to Rheims or Notre Dame,



298 GENESIS OE THE WOKLD WAR

"Rhine wine more delectable than sparkling Bur-

gundy, Goethe more seductive than Rabelais, or

Eucken more abstruse and profound than Berg-

son. Nor are we assuming high idealism on the

part of Germany at the close of July, 1914.

Her restraint of Austria was certainly intensi-

fied by the increasing fear of English interven-

tion and of Italian defection.

Some have contended that even if Germany

did not cause the War in 1914, her policies and

conduct would sooner or later have plunged

Europe into general warfare. Taking the situa-

tion as it existed before June 28, 1914, there is no

ground whatever for such a view. She was on

better terms with England than at any previous

period for some fifteen years, and had reached

a working agreement with England concerning

naval construction. It is highly probable that

von Tirpitz would have been dismissed after the

ratification of the treaty with England over the

Near East. There was bitter antagonism be-

tween him and Bethmann-Hollweg, and events

were shaping up in favor of the policies of the

latter. Aside from the possible development of

greater Franco-Russian bellicosity, there is no

reason to think that Germany would have grown

more militaristic after 1914, if the War had not

come, and there are many reasons for believing

that she would have become less warlike.

Hence, if she did not desire war in 1914, there

is little probability that she would have wanted
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a war in 1916, 1918 or 1925. On the other hand,

Lowes Dickinson contends (International An-

archy, p. 466) that the documents on the period

from 1912 onward are ample to convince one

that Russia would have started a European war

as soon as her military preparations were com-

plete, namely, in 1915 or 1916.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

(1) Germany was in no sense uniquely re-

sponsible for the system which divided Europe

into "two armed camps" by 1912. In 1914 she

had no reason for desiring war, as all of her am-

bitions were being more effectively realized by

peace than they could have been by war.

(2) There is no basis in fact for the myth of

the Potsdam Crown Council of July 5, 1914,

at which the Kaiser is supposed to have revealed

his foul plot to throw Europe into universal

carnage.

(3) The Kaiser, severely shocked and alarmed

by the assassination of the Archduke, was in fa-

vor of rapid and severe action by Austria against

Serbia, though he was quite content that the hu-

miliation of Serbia should be diplomatic rather

than military. He agreed on July 6th to stand

back of Austria in whatever policy she should

take in regard to Serbia. This was a risky prom-

ise, but at the time the Kaiser had no expectation

that the possible punitive war of Austria on Ser-

bia would lead to a general European war. And
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his blank cheque to Austria cannot form the

basis for holding him directly responsible for

the War, because the policies and action of Aus-
tria in regard to Serbia prior to July 25th, which

were tacitly encouraged by the Kaiser, furnished

no adequate moral or legal reasons for the Rus-
sian mobilization.

(4) The Serbian reply, in the light of the

severity of the Austrian demands, greatly pleased

the Kaiser, and he believed that it removed all

justification for even Austrian mobilization

against Serbia. He was distinctly opposed to

the Austrian declaration of war on Serbia.

(5) Austria did not declare war on Serbia

because of German incitement, but to create a

situation which would allow her to escape from
the pressure which Germany was beginning to

put on her to compel her to submit her dispute

with Serbia to mediation and to begin conversa-

tions with Russia.

(6) When the Kaiser saw that a European
war was possible because of the threatening

attitude of Russia towards Austria, he pressed

Austria to accept mediation and conversations.

This pressure was "too late" only because of

Austrian obstinacy, and, above all, because his

efforts were cut short by the premature, unpro-

voked and indefensible Russian general mobili-

zation. Neither the Szogyeny Telegram nor

Bethmann-Hollweg's interrogation of England
on the 29th affords any foundation whatever for
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doubting the extent, intensity or sincerity of the

German pressure of Austria for peace after July

27th.

(7) Germany did not decide to resort to war

on the night of July 30th. The Moltke tele,

grams to Conrad were purely precautionary and

were provoked by well-founded rumors of Rus-

sian mobilization. There is no ground whatever

for the assertions of Poincare and Sir Edward

Grey that the militarists were in control of the

situation in Germany before late in the afternoon

of July 31st, when the Russian action had made

it practically impossible to avert hostilities.

(8) In spite of the fact that the Russian,

French and British authorities had for years

agreed that Russian general mobilization was

equivalent to a Russian declaration of war on

Germany, and had expected it to be answered

immediately by a German declaration of war,

the Kaiser, though gravely threatened by war

on two fronts against overwhelming odds, did

not declare war until exactly forty-eight hours

after the final issuance of the Russian mobiliza-

tion order, and after he had waited for more

than twenty-four hours to receive an answer

from Russia to an ultimatum with a twelve-hour

limit.

(9) He then tried to localize the war in the

East and secure French and British neutrality,

but the French sixteen hours before had tele-

graphed to Russia their declaration for war upon
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Germany. The next day (August 2nd), and
two days before Germany invaded Belgium, Sir

Edward Grey gave his promise to the French
Ambassador which implied that England would
join France in making war on Germany.

(10) The Belgian question has nothing what-

ever to do with the question of the responsibility

for bringing on the World War. The British

and French had similar plans for meeting the

Germans in Belgium, but the peculiar circum-

stances of getting England into the War in 1914

compelled them to modify these plans at that

time. This fact does not excuse Germany, and

she has never tried to pretend that the invasion

was legal, but it does show that her act was not

one of unique perfidy never contemplated by an-

other state.

(11) There is no evidence that Germany re-

sorted to a war of "frightfulness" or was guilty

of "atrocities" to a greater degree than any of

the other states involved, not even excepting the

United States. The falsity of the major charges

against Germany in this respect have been com-

pletely exposed by Entente and neutral, as well

as German, investigators.

( 12 ) There is no evidence that any responsible

element in Germany in 1914 desired a world

war, and the Kaiser worked harder than any

other European statesman during the crisis to

avert a general European conflagration.

We may accept as an accurate estimate of the
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whole problem of Germany's role in 1914 the

conclusions of Dr. John S. Ewart: 92

Publication of the foreign office records of Germany

and Austria-Hungary makes perfectly clear not only

that Germany did not select 19f 4 for a European war,

but that she was strongly opposed to its outbreak.

Unquestionably, she agreed to the Austro-Hungarian

pressure upon Serbia, and urged expedition in its prose-

cution ;
for, in her view, punishment of Serbia was

necessary for the maintenance, unimpaired, of the in-

tegrity of the Dual Monarchy, and, consequently, for

Germany's own military security. But it is equally

unquestionable that when Serbia, in her reply to the

Austro-Hungarian demands, made extensive submis-

sion, and when it became apparent that a local war

would take on European proportions, Germany endeav-

ored to effect accommodation of the difficulty. . . .

When, on the 27th-28th, Germany became aware of

the character of the Serbian reply to the Austro-Hun-

garian note, her attitude changed, and from that time

she persistently urged, even to the extent of threat of

non-support, conciliatory methods on her ally. Rec-

ognition of the probability that a local war would im-

mediately become one of European dimensions prob-

ably deepened Germany's desire for conciliation. . . .

This view is also confirmed by the personal let-

ter of Sir Edward Goschen, British Ambassador

to Germany, written to Sir Arthur Nicolson on

July 30, 1914, in which he says

:

I have a stronger conviction than Cambon that both

the Chancellor and Jagow would like to avoid a general



304 GENESIS OF THE WORLD WAR

war—whatever may be the opinion of the hot-headed

division and the general staff. This is not only my
opinion but the opinion of most diplomats and many
Germans. ... I hear from all sides that the financial

and industrial classes are dead against a war in any

shape—but particularly against a war which in its ori-

gins does not touch German interests."
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CHAPTER VI

THE RUSSIAN MOBILIZATION
PRECIPITATES THE WORLD WAR

I. THE RUSSIAN SITUATION UP TO THE

ASSASSINATION OF THE ARCHDUKE

We have already set forth in detail in the third

chapter of the present work the description of

how the French and Russians, under the leader-

ship of Izvolski and Poincare, drew together in

the plan to exploit the Balkan situation as the

most suitable and probable basis for realizing

a European war which would secure the Straits

for Russia and Alsace-Lorraine for France.

The plans for joint military action, which had

been concluded by 1894, were supplemented by

a Franco-Russian naval convention in 1912. 1

The French public had been prepared for the

prospect of a war over Balkan problems, hitherto

a highly unpopular proposal, by corrupting the

French press through the influx of Russian gold

feverishly demanded by Izvolski for this pur-

pose, and dispensed under his direction according

to suggestions offered by Poincare and his

clique.
2 England had made plans for joint

naval action with France against Germany as

308



RUSSIA PRECIPITATES WAR 309

early as 1905, and these were given a definite

form in the correspondence between Grey and

Cambon on November 22, 1912. 3 From 1906

onward the British laid plans with the French

for the landing of a British expeditionary force

on the Continent for cooperation with the French

in the west and the Russians in the east to

crush Germany between them. By 1912 the

Franco-British plans for joint military action

were as detailed as those between the French

and Russian general staffs. In the spring of

1914 the circle had become complete through the

negotiations for an Anglo-Russian naval con-

vention.
4

We have also called attention to the fact that

Poincare and Izvolski had successfully com-

pleted their campaign for the conversion of

Sazonov to the war policy by December, 1913.

In his famous memorandum to the Tsar on

December 8, 1913, he had stated that Russia

must have the Straits, and that they could not

be obtained without invoking European compli-

cations which would lead to a general European

war. 5 Izvolski reported in 1912 that Poincare

had told him that the French General Staff felt

that Russia and France together could defeat

Germany and Austria, but Sazonov took the

opposite view.
6 At a secret conference on De-

cember 31, 1913, he argued that it would be

necessary to make sure of English cooperation
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in the event of war to make a victory certain

and rapid: 7

In reality a Russian initiative supported only by

France would not appear particularly dangerous to

Germany. The two states would hardly be in a posi-

tion to deal Germany a mortal blow, even in the event

of military successes, which can never be predicted.

A struggle, on the other hand, in which Great Britain

participated might be disastrous to Germany, who

clearly realizes that if Great Britain were drawn in,

the result might be social disturbances of a catastrophic

nature within her frontiers in less than six weeks.

Great Britain is dangerous to Germany, and in the con-

sciousness of this is to be found the explanation of

the hatred with which the Germans are filled in the face

of Great Britain's growing power. In view of this

it is essential that before taking any decisive steps the

Tsar's government shall assure itself of the support

of the London Cabinet, whose active sympathy does

not seem, in the Minister's view, to be certain.

This doubt and uncertainty was diminished,

as we have seen, by the descent of Izvolski,

Poincare and the French ministers upon Sir

Edward Grey during the latter's visit to Paris in

the spring of 1914. 8 From then on there was

little to fear, particularly in the light of Rus-

sia's having a strong representative at London

in Sir Arthur Nicolson who was Grey's right-

hand man in the Foreign Office.
9 As Paleologue

tells us, however, the Tsar was still worried in
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July, 1914; and laid stress on making absolutely

sure of English adherence to the Entente.10

It was earlier shown that in February, 1914,

the Tsar warmly received Premier Pashitch of

Serbia, inquired how many men Serbia could put

in the field against Austria, promised to supply

Serbia with rifles, cannon and ammunition, and

told the Premier to convey his highest regards

to the King of Serbia and tell him that Russia

would do everything for Serbia.
11 We likewise

referred to the secret Crown Council of Febru-

ary 8, 1914, at which it was decided that Rus-

sia would be wiser not to strike Turkey un-

aided, but should await the outbreak of the an-

ticipated European war. Definite plans were

made for the campaign against Turkey as soon

as the war should come. The Tsar approved

the decision of the Council on March 23, 1914.
12

The negotiation of the naval convention with

Great Britain was a practical step in preparing

for the alignment of powers essential before the

conflict should burst forth. We have also sum-

marized the Franco-Russian war aims, which had

been mutually agreed upon and officially ap-

proved by October, 1914, providing that Rus-

sia should have the Straits, and France Alsace-

Lorraine. Finally, we made it clear that Russia

had been putting forth heroic efforts to increase

her army and navy, particularly the former,

between 1912 and 1914. Delcasse, during his
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mission to St. Petersburg in 1913, had encour-

aged this military program, and France had

insisted that the French loans to Russia be

spent in large part for the arming of the Rus-

sians and the building of strategic railroads

to the German frontier.
13 By the beginning

of the summer of 1914 the Russians were "feel-

ing their oats" as a result of the success of their

unparalleled military efforts. During the sec-

ond week in June the Russian Minister of War,

W. A. Sukhominlov, inspired the following arti-

cle in the semi-official Russian paper, the

Birshewija Wjedomosti, which was obviously

published to help Poincare and his group in

their campaign to increase the French army, and

discredit enemies of the army bill of 1913: 14

Russia does not permit herself to mix into the in-

ternal affairs of a foreign nation, but cannot remain

merely an unconcerned onlooker during a crisis in a

friendly and allied country. If the French parlia-

ment feels itself at liberty to comment on such internal

affairs of Russia as army contracts, which are con-

nected with certain economic advantages to the con-

tractors, Russia can certainly not remjain indifferent

in the face of a purely political question, such as the

three-year service term, which constitutes a cause of

dissension between the parties of the French parlia-

ment. In Russia there is no divided opinion in regard

to this matter. Russia has done everything to which

her alliance with France obligates her, and she now
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expects that her ally will perform her obligations as

well. It is known all over the world, what colossal

sacrifices have been made by Russia to bring the

Franco-Russian alliance to the point of the ideal.

The reforms made in the Russian military departments

during the training of Russia's armed forces exceed

anything that has ever been done before in this line.

The recruit contingent this year has, by the latest

ukase of His Majesty, been raised from 450,000 to

580,000 men, and the period of service has been length-

ened by six months. Thanks to these measures there

are in service every winter in Russia four contingents

of recruits under arms, making an army of 2,300,000

men. Only the great and mighty Russia can permit

herself such a luxury. Germany has at her command

over 880,000, Austria somewhere over 500,000 and

Italy rather more than 400,000 men. It is thus quite

natural that Russia should expect from France 770,-

000 men, which is only possible under the three-year

term of service. It must be remarked that these army

increases in time of peace are exclusively for the pur-

pose of effecting rapid mobilization. Russia is at the

same time moving on toward new reforms, to the con-

struction of a whole network of strategic railways,

for the most rapid concentration of the army in case

of war. Russia wants the same thing from France,

which she can only do by realizing the three-year term

of service. Russia and France want no war, but Rus-

sia is ready and France must be ready also.

As we indicated in the fourth chapter, we

are not yet certain as to the degree to which the
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Russians were informed concerning the plot to

assassinate the Archduke, or the extent to which

they cooperated in it. The Russians have not

yet published the Russo-Serbian dispatches of

this period. As Mandl, Simitch and Bogitshe-

vich have shown, there is no longer any doubt that

the Russian Minister at Belgrade, N. von Hart-

wig, and the Russian military attache at Bel-

grade, Artamanov, were thoroughly aware of the

plot before its execution. Hartwig was very

powerful in Serbia. 1 '' Franz Josef remarked to

Tschirschky on July 2, 1914, that "von Hartwig

is master at Belgrade, and Pashitch does nothing

without consulting him." 16 While this may be

an exaggeration, there can be no doubt that

Pashitch and Hartwig must have discussed a

matter of such great importance to the future

of both countries as the plot, and certain Russian

authorities seem to have given assurances of ap-

proval and support. Certainly the Russians had

encouraged and bribed the Serbian plotters in

wholesale fashion after 1912." The distin-

guished British publicist, Robert Dell, goes even

further and alleges that he possesses confidential

information to the effect that the plot was laid at

the instigation of the Russian authorities:
18

The complicity of the Serbian government in the

assassination is now admitted, or rather triumphantly

claimed. The assassins have become Serbian national

heroes. I believe that we shall sooner or later have
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convincing proof of the complicity of the Russian

government, of which I have already strong evidence

from an inside source. According to my information

the Tsar was kept in ignorance of the design. The

late M. Izvolski, at any rate, seems to have known all

about it. How else can one explain his report about

the visit to him in Paris, just .after the assassination,

of a diplomatist coming from Belgrade, who brought

him the message from the King of Serbia that, "We

have done a good piece of work"? My theory of the

origin of the War, based on considerations and evi-

dence into which I have not now space to enter, is that

the Russian government had decided on war in June,

1914, and that the assassination ot Serajevo was de-

liberately planned to provoke it.

Whether or not we go as far as Mr. Dell, it is

certain that the Russian encouragement and

financing of the Serbian intrigues and plots

against Austria removed any justification for

Russian intervention to protect Serbia against

the just wrath of Austria.

II. RUSSIA FROM THE MURDER AT SARAJEVO

TO THE GENERAL MOBILIZATION

1. Poincare at St. Petersburg in July,

1914

There was much excitement in St. Petersburg

after the assassination of the Archduke, though

just how much and of what kind we shall never



316 GENESIS OE THE WORLD WAR

know with full certainty until we possess more

information as to the degree of complicity and

knowledge on the part of St. Petersburg in the

plot of Sarajevo. The long delay of Austria in

taking any action with respect to making de-

mands upon Serbia seemed ominous. As we
have seen above, the delay after July 14th was

chiefly due to the Austrian desire to postpone

submitting the ultimatum to Serbia until after

President Poincare had left Russia. 19

It has been charged that Poincare planned this

visit after the assassination in order to lend en-

couragement to the Russian militarists and make

a general war certain. Whatever may have

been his intentions and achievements in July,

1914, the visit was planned during the previous

January. He arrived in Russia at 2 p. m. on

July 20th and left at 10 p. m. on July 23rd.
20

In his defense in Foreign Affairs he represents

himself as but a ceremonial figurehead who went

to Russia as a mere symbolic representative of

Franco-Russian friendship and took no part

whatever in discussing foreign policy and

Franco-Russian relations, full charge of which

was left to his Foreign Minister, Viviani. 21 Pale-

ologue and others have presented an altogether

different picture of the situation.
22 If anybody

was a figurehead it was Viviani. All the Russian

attentions were showered upon Poincare, and he

took full charge of all negotiations and conver-
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sations with the Russian court and with the diplo-

mats at St. Petersburg.

Only the more significant aspects of Poin-

care's visit can be dealt with here. At the ban-

quet given to him by the Tsar on July 20th, the

evening of his arrival, Poincare made the follow-

ing reply to the Tsar's toast

:

23

Sire! I thank your Majesty for your hearty recep-

tion and beg you to believe that it has been a great

pleasure to me to pay to-day another visit to the sub-

lime Ruler of this friendly and allied nation. True to

the path followed by my honourable predecessors, I

have desired to bring to your Majesty here in Russia

solemn evidence of the unalterable feelings dwelling in

every French heart. Nearly twenty-five years have

passed since our countries with clear vision have

united the efforts of their diplomacy, and the happy

effects of these enduring associations are daily made

apparent in the world balance. Founded upon com-

munity of interests, consecrated by the peaceful de-

sires of the two Governments, supported by armed

forces on land and sea which know and value each

other and have become accustomed to fraternize,

strengthened by long experience and augmented by val-

uable friendships, the alliance to which the sublime Tzar

Alexander III and the lamented President Carnot gave

the initiative has ever since constantly afforded proof

of its beneficial activity and its unshakable strength.

Your Majesty can be assured that France in the

future, as always in the past, will in sincere and daily

co-operation with her ally pursue the work of peace
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and civilization for which both the Governments and m

both the peoples have never ceased to labour. I raise ai

my glass in honour of your Majesty, of the Tzarina, of

Her Majesty the Imperial Mother, of His Imperial Ji

Highness the Grand Duke, the heir to the Throne, and si

of the whole Imperial Family, and I drink to the

greatness and welfare of Russia.
I

On the afternoon of the 21st Poineare met
'

the assembled diplomats in the Winter Palace. I

He ignored all discussions with the German Am- L

bassador, appealed to the Japanese Ambassador

to remain faithful to the Triple Entente, at- h

tempted to impress upon the English Ambas-

sador the moderation of the Tsar's policy in

Persia, then scolded the Austrian Ambassador {

for Austria's past policy in regard to Serbia and !

threatened him in case Austria took a strong
I

stand in the 1914 crisis, after which he turned I

1

and expressed sympathy to the Serbian Minis-

ter.
24 Paleologue thus describes Poincare's con-

versation with the Austrian Ambassador :

25

After a few words of condolence over the assassina-

tion of the Archduke Francis Ferdinand, the President

asked Szapary,

"Have you had any news from Serbia?"

"The judicial investigation is going on," replied

Szapary coldly. Poineare replied, "I cannot but fear

the results of this inquiry, M. l'ambassadeur. I re-

member two earlier investigations, which did not im-

prove your relations with Serbia. . . . You will re-
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member, M. l'ambassadeur ... the Friedjung affair

and the Prohaska affair."

Szapary answered drily, "We cannot, M. le Presi-

dent, permit a foreign Government to prepare assas-

sinations of our sovereigns on its territory."

Poincare tried, in the most conciliatory tone, to

point out to him that in the present condition of feel-

ino- in Europe every Government must act with re-

doubled caution. "With a little good will this Serbian

affair can easily be settled. But it can also easily

develop dangerously. Serbia has very warm friends

among the Russian people. And Russia has an Ally,

France. What complications are to be feared here!"

It has been held by William Stearns Davis and

others that this conversation of Poincare with

Szapary proves the former's desire to preserve

peace. In the light of Poincare's behavior

throughout the crisis of 191 4-, it would seem far

more probable that he was merely "feeling out"

Szapary in order more intelligently to arrive

at a final understanding with Russia before

leaving.

Even more significant is Paleologue's descrip-

tion of the attitude of the Grand Duchesses

Anastasia and Melitza, wives of Grand Duke

Nicholas and Grand Duke Peter, respectively, at

a dinner given to Poincare by Grand Duke

Nicholas on July 22nd. It indicates the great

enthusiasm for war engendered in the Grand

Duke's circle by Poincare's visit, as well as show-
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iiig that the war group felt that the Tsar was

still opposed to their policy

:

26

"Do you know, we are passing through historic days,

blessed days ! ... At to-morrow's review the bands

will play nothing but the Mardie Lorraine and Sambre

et Meuse. ... I have had a telegram from my father

[King of Montenegro] to-day, in a code we agreed on;

he tells me we shall have war before the month is

out. . . . What a hero, my father ! He is worthy of

the Iliad. . . . Stop a minute, look at this little box

—

it never leaves me ; it has Lorraine soil in it, Lorraine

soil, which I brought over the border when I was in

France two years ago with my husband. And now

look at that table of honor! It is decorated entirely

with thistles ; I would not have any other flowers put on

it. Now then ! They are thistles from Lorraine ! I

picked a few stalks from close where I was, brought

them here and had the seeds sown in my garden. . . .

Melitza, go on telling the ambassador ; tell him all to-

day means to us, while I go and receive the Tsar."

During the meal I was sitting next the Grand

Duchess Anastasia and the dithyrambics continued,

mixed with prophecies.

"War is going to break out. . . . There will be

nothing of Austria left. . . . You will get Alsace-

Lorraine back. . . . Our armies will meet in Berlin.

. . . Germany will be annihilated. . . .

Then suddenly—"I must control myself, the Tsar

is looking at me."

Poincare not only stiffened the Russian mili-

tarists; before he left he had also blocked Grey's
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first precautionary proposals for preserving

peace. Grey had telegraphed Buchanan on July

20th {British Documents No. 67) : "It would

be very desirable that Austria and Russia should

discuss things together if they become difficult."

Poincare s adamant opposition to anything which

would be likely to divide the French and Rus-

sians and make a pacific adjustment possible is

shown by Buchanan's telegram to Grey on the

22nd (British Documents, N. 76), stating that

Poincare had sharply disapproved of discussions

between St. Petersburg and Vienna: "His Ex-

cellency (Poincare) expressed the opinion that

a conversation a deux between Austria and Rus-

sia would be very dangerous at the present mo-

ment." Poincare suggested putting pressure on

Vienna, something which even Nicolson recog-

nized would only make matters worse. This in-

flexible determination of Poincare to have France

and Russia present a rigid front against Ger-

many and Austria, in order to make any diplo-

matic adjustment difficult if not impossible, is

the real key to his Politik throughout the whole

crisis of 1914, and completely belies his ostensi-

bly conciliatory conversation with Szapary.

As his farewell toast on July 23rd Poincare

offered the following:
27

"Sire! I do not wish to leave this shore without

once more declaring to your Majesty how deeply

touched I am by the moving cordiality manifested
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towards me by your Majesty during my stay, and by
I

the warm reception accorded to me by the Russian
]

people. In these proofs of attention with which I

have been overwhelmed, my country will see a new
|

guarantee for the sentiments which your Majesty has

always manifested towards France and an emphatic

affirmation of the indissoluble alliance which unites

Russia and my native France. With regard to all

the problems which daily confront the two Govern-

ments and which demand the concerted activity of their

united diplomats, there has always been agreement and 1

always will be, ;and all the more readily because both

countries have frequently experienced the advantages

accruing to each from regular cooperation, and be-

cause they are both animated by the same ideal of

peace combined with strength, honour and dignity.

That this speech had a very great effect

on the Tsar is evident from Nicholas' statement

to Cruppi a year later that Poincare's words of

July, 1914, still rang in his ears. Paleologue re-

garded Poincare's Russian speeches as binding

diplomatic documents. 28

The specific agreements reached are summa-

rized in a telegram which was deliberately

omitted from the British Blue Book in 1914: 29

Minister of Foreign Affairs and French Ambassador

told me confidentially result of visit of President of

French Republic had been to establish the following

points

:

1. Entire community of views concerning the vari-

ous questions facing the Powers, so far as concerns
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the maintenance of the general peace and balance of

power in Europe, and especially in the East.

2. Resolve to take steps in Vienna to prevent a re-

quest for explanation, or any demand equivalent to

an interference in Serbia's internal affairs, which

Serbia might legitimately regard as an attack on her

sovereignty and independence.

3. Solemn confirmation of the obligations laid by

the Alliance on the two countries.

This is confirmed by a dispatch sent to

Bienvenu-Martin by Viviani from Reval on July

24th: 30

In the course of my conversation with the Russian

Minister for Foreign Affairs we had to take into con-

sideration the dangers which might result from any

step taken by Austria-Hungary in relation to Servia

in connection with the crime of which the Hereditary

Archduke has been a victim. We found ourselves in

agreement in thinking that we should not leave any-

thing undone to prevent a request for an explanation

or some mise en demeure which would be equivalent to

intervention in the internal affairs of Servia, of such

a kind that Servia might consider it as an attack on

her sovereignty and independence.

We have in consequence come to the opinion that we

might, by means of a friendly conversation with Count

Berchtold, give him counsels of moderation, of such a

kind as to make him understand how undesirable would

be any intervention at Belgrade which would appear to

be ;a threat on the part of the Cabinet at Vienna.

The British Ambassador, who was kept informed by
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M. Sazonov, expressed the idea that his government

would doubtless associate itself with a demarche for

removing any danger which might threaten general

peace, and he has telegraphed to his government to

this effect.

It is particularly significant that all of these

conversations and the Franco-Russian agree-

ments were made before Poincare, by his own

confession, was fully aware of the terms of the

Austrian ultimatum to Serbia.
31

It shows that

the French and Russians had firmly determined

to take an aggressive stand against Austrian

action in Serbia, no matter what it turned out

to be. Poincare explicitly informed Paleologue

that Sazonov should be kept from weakening in

the crisis by prompt and persistent promises of

French support. As Dr. Stieve well summa-

rizes this matter:* 2

It proves irrefutably that, in full accord with what

has already been established here in regard to the at-

titude of the French and Russian Governments, an

assurance of mutual armed assistance was given be-

fore there was any occasion for it arising out of the

course of events. The French and Russian will to

war came together here at a critical moment, and from

this moment on the Government of the Tsar knew that

it had its Ally at its back if in the acute Austro-

Serbian conflict it resorted to force. The blank

cheque for world war signed first by Poincare in 1912

was now signed again.
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Poincare's evil influence upon Russia con-

tinued during his homeward voyage. He had in-

structed Paleologue to keep Sazonov firm. On

the 25th Paleologue gave Sazonov a reassurance

of French support which was important in lead-

ing to the Russian decision upon war on this same

day. Buchanan telegraphed to Grey on July

25th (British Documents No. 125) :

French Ambassador (Paleologue) said he had re-

ceived a number of telegrams from Minister in charge

of Ministry of Foreign Affairs, that no one of them dis-

played the slightest sign of hesitation, and that he was

in a position to give His Excellency (Sazonov) formal

assurance that France placed herself unreservedly on

Russia's side.

An extremely severe indictment of Poincare

for inciting the Russians at this critical time

comes from the pens of two distinguished

French publicists. M. Mathias Morhardt of

the Paris Temps, and one of the most active

French leaders in the movements for justice and

truth since the days of the Dreyfus Case, thus

summarizes the significance of Poincare's visit

to Russia for the subsequent development of

events in the crisis of July, 1914: 33

If one consults the diplomatic records during the

first few weeks following June 28, one sees only hesi-

tations and uncertainty. No Foreign Office knew ex-

actly what steps to take. Confusion was general.
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The situation required direction and a leader. This

leader was M. Raymond Poincare. In the midst of

the European crisis he set out resolutely for St. Peters-

burg.

The fact alone of undertaking such a trip at such

a time meant a plan for war. How could there be

any doubt on this matter? If M. Raymond Poincare

wanted peace, a letter to St. Petersburg would have

sufficed. If Russia had been warned that France was

resolved not to espouse, before the world, the cause of

the assassins at Serajevo, the whole matter would have

been solved. Peace would have been maintained. . . .

Never, if he had not gone to preach savagely the

war crusade in St. Petersburg, as M. Maurice Paleo-

logue has told us, would the cowardly Nicholas II have

dared to take the aggressive initiative.

The brilliant young French publicist, Alfred

Fabre-Luce comes to essentially identical con-

clusions:
34

There is, then, no possible doubt about the attitude

taken by Poincare at St. Petersburg between the 20th

and the 23rd of July. Without any knowledge what-

ever of the Austrian demands or of the policy of

Germany in the circumstances, he assumed a position

of energetic opposition to the Central Powers, gave

this opposition a very specific character, and never

modified it in the slightest degree to the very end.

Such a policjr rests upon the assumption that the

program of one's adversary is a blind force, incapable

of change or modification, and hence docs away with

any temptation to attempt a pacific adjustment of the



RUSSIA PRECIPITATES WAR 327

situation. From that time on there was a very slight

chance indeed of averting war; and, moreover, Poin-

care had given Russia carte blanche to initiate hos-

tilities any time she wished to do so, as we know from

the fact that two days after Poincare's departure from

St. Petersburg, Paleologue, following his instructions,

promised Sazonov, without any reservations after the

delivery of the Austrian ultimatum, that France would

fulfil all the obligations of the alliance. Further,

Viviani, who accompanied Poincare, declared to Nek-

ludof at Stockholm on July 25th that "if it is a war

for Russia, it will be, most certainly, a war for

France also."

The material just presented as to the part

played by Poincare in inciting the Russians to

action in the crisis of 1914, together with the

more thorough analysis of the role of France in

1914, which will be presented later, makes it nec-

essary to modify somewhat the severe judgment

passed upon Russia by Ewart and others hold-

ing that state to be the chief culprit in the pre-

cipitation of the World War in 1914. While

it is entirely true that Russia took the specific

steps which made the War inevitable, and the

only steps which made it unavoidable, yet she

would never have dared to act as she did except

for the preliminary encouragement of Poincare

and his persistent promises of full French aid in

the event of hostilities. Though the decisions of

the Russian Crown Council and military authori-
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ties on July 25th were made upon the assumption

that they were going through with a war pro-

gram, yet there is evidence that on several occa-

sions Sazonov wavered and could have been

turned for peace by French restraint. In every

instance of this sort Poincare resolutely and

promptly forced Sazonov into line with his in-

flexible policy to present an unyielding front to

Germany and Austria.'
15 Poincare also boasted

to a prominent French publisher after the war

that he felt safe in taking his belligerent stand in

St. Petersburg because he had in his pocket a

letter from George V, promising British support

in the impending crisis.

2. The Austrian Ultimatum and the

Russian Decision for War

The effect of the French assurances upon
Russia were quickly apparent. On July 22nd

Sazonov sent a telegram to the Russian Minister

in Vienna apprising him of the fact that Russia

proposed to take a strong stand against any

Austrian humiliation of Serbia. 30 This, it will

be remembered, was the day before the Aus-

trians handed their ultimatum to Serbia. On
the 24th, after he learned the terms of the Aus-

trian ultimatum, he threatened Count Pourtales,

the German Ambassador, concluding his inter-

view with the statement that "if Austria gobbles

up Serbia, we shall make war upon her." 37 He
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told Buchanan and Paleologue on the 24th that

he thought Russia would mobilize.
38 In fact, as

early as the 18th he had stated that he would

never permit Austria "to use menacing lan-

guage or military measures against Serbia."
39

The news of the nature of the Austrian ulti-

matum had stiffened his belligerent attitude still

more, as the Austrian demands were sufficiently

severe to allow him to use them as the basis for a

menacing policy towards Austria and as an ex-

cuse for the beginning of military prepara-

tions.
40

There has been a general tendency among re-

visionist students of war guilt in late years to

date the real turning point of the crisis of 1914

from the decision for the general Russian mo-

bilization on July 30th, but it seems to the writer

that it is far more accurate to date it from the

moment the Russians learned of the terms of

the Austrian ultimatum, remembering that the

Russians possessed no knowledge whatever of

the secret Austrian decision to attack Serbia,

even if the latter gave a relatively conciliatory

reply to the ultimatum. The military clique m

Russia, led by the Grand Duke Nicholas and

supported by Sazonov. a fanatic apostle o Fan-

slavism and Greek orthodoxy, immediately dis-

cerned that the ultimatum was of the sort which

would furnish Russia an admirable screen behind

which to hide the fact that she had been deter-
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mined to seize the first satisfactory opportunity
j

to turn a Balkan crisis into a European war to t

secure the Straits. According to Schilling and ]

Buchanan, Sazonov's first words upon learning I

the terms of the Austrian ultimatum were: i

"This means a European war." 41 The Euro-
pean complications which Sazonov had foreseen I

and longed for on December 8, 1913, and the pro-

spective British adherence to the Franco-Russian
Alliance were now realized. And Poincare, who
had assured Izvolski in 1912 that it only remained
for Russia to seize upon an appropriate incident

in the Balkans to bring Germany and France
into a European war, had, before he left Russia,

given Sazonov explicit assurance that the particu-

lar "incident in the Balkans" which had been
created by the assassination of the Archduke was
a satisfactory one, quite adequate to evoke the

fulfilment of his promise of two years before.

The "European complications" could now be
manipulated in such a manner as certainly to

bring Europe to war, while Sazonov could mask
his intentions under the pretense of protecting

"a brave and innocent little country" against

wanton bullying, if not complete extinction.

There were very special reasons why 1914 was
a crucial year for France and Russia. Many
in the British Liberal Party were becoming
alarmed at Grey's commitments to France and
Russia. The symptoms of a growing rap-
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proche?nent between Germany and England in

the early part of 1914 had thrown Paris and St.

Petersburg into a panic, and had stirred Paul

Cambon to heroic efforts in opposition. In an-

other year Grey's policy might be repudiated.

Further, in June and July, 1914, Russia was

threatened with an economic and social revolu-

tion which could probably be averted by war.

The French situation was likewise one which

made 1914 a most favorable year for war.

There were four classes with the colors, and the

radicals might soon develop sufficient strength

under the leadership of Jaures to abolish the

three-year service act of 1913. 4 ~

The militarists in Russia were thoroughly

with Sazonov. As early as July 25th, says

Professor Fay

:

43

They were probably convinced that war was "in-

evitable," and that here was Russia's heaven-sent op-

portunity to have her final reckoning with Germany

and to acquire Constantinople and the Straits. There-

fore, the sooner full mobilization was declared the

better.

From the 24th onward the Russians carried their

military preparations steadily and unhesitat-

ingly forward, well knowing that they must in-

evitably plunge the whole Continent into war.

The 30th of July is important only as the date on

which the preparations had been carried so far

that a general mobilization was necessary to
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avoid obstructing the plans preparatory to war.

In fact, the military crowd argued that the 28th

was the desirable day for the order, and secured

the Tsar's consent on the 29th, only to have their

premature joy cut short by the Tsar's counter-

manding order after he had received an appeal

from the Kaiser.
44 A secret partial mobili-

zation was in operation from the 26th onward in

both France and Russia.

The Tsar was unquestionably desirous of pre-

serving peace, once war imminently and con-

cretely faced him, in spite of his approval of the

war plans in the preceding March. But the

preliminary military plans did not call for his ex-

press sanction, and were carried out in part with-

out his knowledge. By the time he was thor-

oughly aware of what was going on, he found

himself quite unable to stem the tide of military

zeal in the court, the ministry and the army.

His telegram to the Kaiser on the 28th practi-

cally confesses his helplessness before the mili-

tary crowd :

45

Am glad you are back. In this most serious mo-

ment I appeal to you to help me. An ignoble war

has been declared on a weak country. The indignation

in Russia, shared fully by me, is enormous. I fore-

see that very soon I shall be overwhelmed by the

pressure brought upon me, and be forced to take ex-

treme measures which will lead to war. To try and

avoid such a calamity as a European war, I beg you
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in the name of our old friendship to do what you can

to stop your allies from going too far.

Upon this telegram the Kaiser quite appropri-

ately commented: "A confession of his own

weakness, and an attempt to put the responsi-

i bility on my shoulders. . . . Instead of sum-

moning us to check our allies, His Majesty

should turn to the Emperor Franz Josef and

deal with him in order to learn His Majesty's

intentions."
46

The one thing Which was needed on July 25th

—the day Paleologue gave him formal assurance

of unconditional French aid—to make Sazonov

relatively sure of his ground in deciding upon

war was to have reasonable assurance that Eng-

land would rally to the cause of France and Rus-

sia. This assurance was implicitly given on July

25th. On this day—the day before he proposed

a European conference to Germany—Sir Ed-

ward Grey telegraphed Buchanan and remarked

to Benckendorff that he felt that the Austrian

action towards Serbia would involve Russian

mobilization. Benckendorff immediately tele-

graphed this ominous and all-important state-

ment to Sazonov, and to make doubly certain

that Sazonov would get this information and rec-

ognize its significance he telegraphed it to Sazo-

nov a second time on the same day.
47 This en-

couraged Sazonov in the hope and belief that
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England could be counted upon, and, as he had

himself previously stated, he felt that a war of

France, Russia and England against Germany

and Austria, would rapidly end disastrously

for the Central Powers, and would enable the

Entente to "strike a death blow" at Germany.48

As Sir Edward Grey at no time after the 25th

made any effort to obstruct the Russian mobiliza-

tion, there was never any specific or concrete rea-

son for Sazonov's suspecting that England could

not be counted upon. As we shall see, the trend

of events bore out his expectation to the full.

Grey's statements on the 25th were peculiarly

significant, as Buchanan had taken pains to re-

mind Sazonov on this very day that Russian mo-

bilization would inevitably produce a European

war. 4 'J On this same 25th of July Grey was tell-

ing the German Ambassador that "with refer-

ence to the Austrian note he recognized the good

right of Austria to obtain satisfaction, as well as

the legitimacy of the demand for the punishment

of the accomplices in the assassination."
50 As

late as the 29th he wrote to the British Ambassa-

dor in Paris :

51

In the present case the dispute between Austria and

Servia was not one in which we felt called to take a

stand. ... If Germany became involved and France

became involved, we had not made up our minds what

we should do ; it was a case that we should have to

consider.
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As Grey was admittedly an ignoramus in regard

to military matters, it may well be that he did

not technically mean "mobilization" in his note

to Buchanan and his interview with Benck-

endorff, but Benckendorff and Sazonov as-

sumed that he knew what he was talking about,

and they acted accordingly. Sazonov's belief in

English cooperation was increased on July 26th

by the information that the English fleet was

mobilized. That Grey encouraged Sazonov to

take this as an implication of probable British

aid is stated in his telegram to Buchanan on July

27th. We know from many reliable contempo-

rary sources that Grey's remarks about the Eng-

lish fleet had an enormous influence in encourag-

ing Russian mobilization.
5 "

3. The Steps in the Fatal Russian

Military Measures

The first step was taken at a council of min-

isters held at 3 p. m. on the afternoon of July

24th.
r,! It was here planned to mobilize the four

military districts of Odessa, Kiev, Moscow and

Kazan ( 1,100,000 men) , as well as the Black and

Baltic Sea fleets, and "to take other military

measures should circumstances so require." It

was decided that all this military preparation

should, for the time being, be directed exclu-

sively against Austria. The mobilization of the
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fleets proves, however, that at even this early lj

date action against Germany was contemplated, jl

The Minister of War was also authorized "to l

t

proceed immediately to gather stores of war
i

material." The Minister of Finance was di-
j

i

rected to do all he could at once to call in all
t

Russian money in Germany and Austria. To
[

prevent Serbia from confusing the plans and c

"messing" the military and diplomatic program ;

s

of Russia by premature military activity, it was

decided to direct Serbia not to resist by military

force an Austrian invasion. It is suggested by

some competent students of the July crisis that

this strange and novel plan of a partial Russian

mobilization was suggested to Sazonov by Poin-

care or Paul Cambon. It was quite evidently a

diplomatic ruse, like the French ten kilometer

withdrawal order, designed to create a favorable

impression on European and English opinion,

as well as to deceive the Austrians and Germans.

The Russian army officials protested from the

beginning as to the impractical nature of any

such thing as a "partial mobilization."
54

The military measures were carried still fur-

ther at another Crown Council held the next

afternoon—the 25th—before Austria had mobi-

lized against Serbia. The council determined

to recall the troops throughout the Russian Em-

pire from their summer camps to their regular

quarters, so that they could be equipped for
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war. All military manoeuvres throughout the

Empire were called off. It was further agreed

that preparation should be made for the mobili-

zation of thirteen army corps, at a date to be

determined by Sazonov.55 The army group now

took matters into their own hands, apparently

not with the approval of the Tsar, but with the

connivance of Sazonov. Dobrorolski frankly

states that:

On the evening of July 25th, 1914, a meeting of the

Committee of the General Staff took place at which it

was decided to declare at once a preparatory mobiliza-

tion period and further to declare a state of war over

all fortresses and frontier stations. War was already

decided on.

The military officials proceeded to put the

frontier districts adjoining Austria and Ger-

many on a war footing just as rapidly as pos-

sible. They were able to do this without the

sanction of the Tsar, as the Minister of War
had the authority to call out the reservists and

militia for service in the frontier districts. "It

was by these measures," says Professor Fay,

"that Sukhomlinov and Janushkevich really be-

gan secret mobilization measures against Ger-

many on July 26th and when war actually came

surprised Germany and the world by the rapid-

ity with which the Russian troops poured into

East Prussia." 56 July 26th was the day, it will
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be recalled, when Sir Edward Grey suggested to

Germany a European Conference to settle the

Austro-Serbian dispute,
57 Germany's refusal of

which in favor of direct conversations between

Austria and Russia is repeatedly stated by Grey

in his memoirs to have been the cause of the

World War.58 It was also the same day that

Sazonov assured Count Pourtales that "no mo-

bilization orders of any kind had been issued."
59

On the 28th it was decided to mobilize the

thirteen army corps against Austria, as had been

determined at the Crown Council of July 25th.
60

The Russian Chief of Staff, Janushkevich, urged

Sazonov to promise him at this time that the Rus-

sians would make war solely on Austria, and re-

frain from hostilities against Germany. Sazo-

nov refused. Janushkevich then pointed out the

necessity of supplanting the order for partial

mobilization by one for general mobilization.
61

Sazonov felt quite safe in pressing the Tsar for

the general mobilization, as Paleologue had called

on him on the 28th to assure him once more that

France would stand by Russia,
62 and Izvolski had

telegraphed him on the same day that the French

government "does not for a moment admit the

possibility of exercising a moderating influence

in St. Petersburg." Dobrorolski makes out an

even more damaging case against Sazonov's ac-

tion on the 28th by stating that it was Sazonov
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who took the initiative in deciding to recommend

general mobilization.
63

On the morning of the 29th the Tsar was per-

suaded to sanction the order for general mobili-

zation, apparently without fully knowing what

he was really doing. "This information," says

Baron Schilling, "was received with great en-

thusiasm by the small circle of those acquainted

with what was in progress." 64 Telegrams were

at once sent to London and Paris informing the

Russian Ambassadors of the ominous decision

which had been made. The French government

was to be thanked for its promise of support,

and it was ordered that a telegram should be

sent to the British government requesting it "to

range itself alongside of Russia and France

without delay in order to prevent the European

balance from being destroyed."
05 Dobrorolski,

as chief of the mobilization division of the Rus-

sian General Staff, was instructed to prepare

for the telegraphing of this order throughout

Russia. Just as he was ready to send it out

that evening, the Tsar, on account of the Kai-

ser's moderating telegram which he had received

after ordering the general mobilization, directed

the cancellation of the sending of the general

mobilization order. The order for partial mo-

bilization of 1,100,000 men was sent out instead.
66

Sazonov had dispatched a telegram to the
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French government asking for final and explicit

approval of the decisive Russian military meas-

ures. Poincare, Viviani and Messimy held a

secret night conference at Poincare's official resi-

dence, and Viviani later telegraphed to Paleo-

logue stating that France was fully resolved "to

fulfil all the obligations of the alliance," and ad-

vising him to tell the Russians to proceed as se-

cretly as possible in their military preparations,

so as not to afford the Germans any excuse for

mobilization.
07 Izvolski telegraphed an almost

identical statement to Sazonov, laying special

stress upon the French advice as to preserving

the utmost secrecy in the Russian military prep-

arations. He added that the French were quite

willing to have these speeded up, provided the

necessary secrecy was maintained.
68 Izvolski

telegraphed again that Paul Cambon had been

informed as to the Russian military plans and

the support promised by France, and that he

would press Grey for a final answer as to Eng-

land's position as soon as the crisis had advanced

far enough.69 As will be pointed out later, he

secured Grey's implicit promise to come into the

war on August 2nd, the day before Grey's

speech in the House of Commons, and two days

before the Germans invaded Belgium.70 Saz-

onov was further reassured by a telegram from

the Russian Ambassador at Berlin. He stated

to Sazonov that on July 29th he had been to see
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Jules Cambon, the French Ambassador in Ber-

lin, with the following results:
71

He [Jules Cambon] said to me [Sverbeiev] that, in

his opinion, the situation was very serious and that

there was scarcely any hope of a peaceful issue. He

added that at any rate, judging by a telegram from

his brother, Paul Cambon, the French Ambassador in

London, in consequence of the refusal of the Vienna

Cabinet to accept the more than conciliatory reply of

Servia to the Austro-Hungarian ultimatum, France

and Russia were assured of the actual support of

England in the event of war.

These assurances apparently satisfied Sazonov,

though there is no doubt that he would have

pressed the Tsar again for the general mobiliza-

tion order without them, as he had done so on the

29th without having these repetitions of the as-

surances of Poincare on his visit, and of Paleo-

logue on the 25th and the 28th. Sharp refusals

to sanction the Russian mobilization coming

from Paris would, however, have prevented

Sazonov from taking the fatal step. Instead

came the exhortations to hasten the military-

preparations but to be as secretive about them

as possible. Therefore, Morhardt quite cor-

rectly states that the secret conference of Poin-

care, Viviani and Messimy, in consultation with

Izvolski, on the night of the 29th of July,

marks the moment when the horrors of war were



342 GENESIS OF THE WORLD WAR

specifically unchained upon Europe. After that !

there was no chance whatever of preserving f

peace, and the French President and ministers
|

knew this as well as did Izvolski and Sazonov. 72
1

Hence, the complete hypocrisy in all diplomatic

pretensions of both France and Russia after

midnight of July 29th to any desire or efforts to

avert war!

The details as to the process of persuading the

Tsar to give his consent to the final issuance

of orders for the general mobilization are re-

counted with thoroughness in the invaluable

diary of Baron Schilling. His account proves

how very reluctant the Tsar was to take the

fatal step, but how powerless he was before the

persistent pleading and importuning of Sazonov

and Janushkevich on July 30th: ' 3

Between 9 and 10 a. m. the Minister for Foreign

Affairs [Sazonov] spoke to the Minister for Agricul-

ture by telephone. Both of them were greatly dis-

turbed at the stoppage of the general mobilization,

as they fully realized that this threatened to place

Russia in an extremely difficult position in the event

of relations with Germany becoming acute. S. D.

Sazonov advised A. V. Krivoshein to beg an audience

of the Tsar in order to represent to His Majesty the

dangers called forth by the change.

At 11 a. m. the Minister for Foreign Affairs again

met the Minister for War [Sukhomlinov] and the

Chief of the General Staff [Janushkevich]. Informa-
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tion received during the night still further strength-

ened the opinion which they all held that it was im-

perative to prepare for a serious war without loss of

time. Accordingly, the Ministers and the Chief of

Staff adhered to the view which they had expressed

yesterday to the effect that it was indispensable to

proceed to a general mobilization. Adjutant-General

Sukhomlinov and General Janushkevich again en-

deavored to telephone to persuade the Tsar to revert

to his decision of yesterday to permit a general mobili-

zation. His Majesty decidedly refused to do so, and

finally shortly declared that the conversation was at

an end. General Janushkevich, who at this moment

was holding the telephone receiver, only succeeded in

reporting that the Minister for Foreign Affairs was

there with him and asked to be allowed to say a few

words to His Majesty. A somewhat lengthy silence

ensued, after which the Tzar expressed his willingness

to hear the Minister. S. D. Sazonov requested His

Majesty to receive him to-day, to enable him to

present a report concerning the political situation

which admitted of no delay. After a silence, the Tsar

asked: "Is it all the same to you if I receive you at

3 o'clock, at the same time as Tatistchev, as otherwise

I have not a free minute to-day?" The Minister

thanked his Majesty and said that he would present

himself at the hour named.

The Chief of Staff warmly pleaded with S. D.

Sazonov to persuade the Tsar without fail to consent

to a general mobilization in view of the extreme danger

that would result for us if we were not ready for

war with Germany should circumstances demand the
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taking of decisive measures by us after the success of

a general mobilization had been compromised by re-

course to a partial mobilization. General Janush-

kevich requested the Minister that in the event of his

succeeding in persuading the Tsar he would telephone

to him to that effect from Peterhof, in order that he

might immediately take the necessary steps, as it would

be requisite first of all to stop as soon as possible

the partial mobilization which had already been com-

menced and substitute fresh orders for those which

had been issued. "After that," said Janushkevich,

"I shall go away, smash my telephone and generally

adopt measures which will prevent anyone from find-

ing me for the purpose of giving contrary orders which

would again stop our general mobilization."

On his return to the Foreign Office, S. D. Sazonov

had an interview with the French Ambassador.

Meanwhile A. V. Krivoshein informed S. D. Sazonov

that in reply to his request that the Tsar would re-

ceive him he was told that His Majesty was so ex-

tremely occupied to-day that he could not see him.

Krivoshein then expressed a desire to see S. D. Sazonov

before the latter went to Peterhof. It was decided

that they should breakfast together at Donon's, and at

12.30 they and Baron Schilling met in a private room

there. The general state of mind was tense and the

conversation was almost exclusively concerned with the

necessity of insisting upon a general mobilization at the

earliest possible moment, in view of the inevitableness

of war with Germany, which momentarily became

clearer. A. V. Krivoshein expressed the hope that S.

D. Sazonov would succeed in persuading the Tsar, as
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otherwise, to use his own words, he would be marching

towards a certain catastrophe.

At 2 p. m. the Minister for Foreign Affairs left for

Peterhof, together with Major-General Tatistchev,

and both of them were received together there in the

Alexander Palace by His Majesty. During the course

of nearly an hour the Minister proceeded to show that

war was becoming inevitable, as it was clear to every-

body that Germany had decided to bring about a col-

lision, as otherwise she would not have rejected all

the pacificatory proposals that had been made and

could easily have brought her ally to reason. Under

these circumstances it only remained to do everything

that was necessary to meet war fully armed and under

the most favorable conditions for ourselves. There-

fore it was better to put away any fears that our

warlike preparations would bring about a war, and to

continue these preparations carefully rather than by

reason of such fears to be taken unawares by war.

The firm desire of the Tzar to avoid war at all costs,

the horrors of which fill him with repulsion, led His

Majesty in his full realization of the heavy responsi-

bility which he took upon himself in this fateful hour

to explore every possible means for averting the ap-

proaching danger. Consequently he refused during

a long time to agree to the adoption of measures which,

however indispensable from a military point of view,

were calculated, as he clearly saw, to hasten a decision

in an undesirable sense.

The tenseness of feeling experienced by the Tzar at

this time found expression, amongst other signs, in

the irritability most unusual with him, with which His
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Majesty interrupted General Tatistchev. The latter,

who throughout had taken no part in the conversation, I

said in a moment of silence: "Yes, it is hard to de-
{

cide." His Majesty replied in a rough and displeased i

tone : "I will decide"-—in order by this means to pre-
^

vent the General from intervening any further in the
<

conversation.

Finally the Tzar agreed that under the existing cir- ,

cumstances it would be very dangerous not to make

timely preparations for what was apparently an in-

evitable war, and therefore gave his decision in favour 1

of an immediate general mobilization.

S. D. Sazonov requested the Imperial permission to
'

inform the Chief of the General Staff of this immedi-

ately by telephone, and this being granted, he hastened

to the telephone on the ground floor of the palace.

Having transmitted the Imperial order to General

Janushkevich, who was waiting impatiently for it, the

Minister with reference to their conversation that

morning, added: "Now you can smash your tele-

phone."

In great contrast to this gusto, buoyancy and

enthusiasm of Sazonov was the attitude of the

Tsar. Paleologue tells us how, after unwill-

ingly granting Sazonov's request for the gen-

eral mobilization, he broke down and protested:

Think of the responsibility you advise me to take

!

Remember that it is a question of sending thousands

upon thousands to their death.
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The execution of the order for general mobi-

lization which was to block any subsequent move

for peace, is admirably described by General

Serge Dobrorolski, who was in 1914 chief of the

mobilization division of the Russian General

Staff. After frankly admitting that general

mobilization meant irrevocable war—"this once

fixed there is no way backwards. This step

settles automatically the beginning of war"—he

presents the following graphic account of the

fatal decision and the sending out of the crucial

telegram to all parts of the Russian Empire: 71

About 11 o'clock on the morning of the 30th of

July, General Janushkevich telephoned me
:

"It is to

be hoped that the situation will clear up" (i. e Tsar's

opposition to general mobilization overcome). "Bring

me all the documents immediately after my afternoon

conference."

Janushkevich had persuaded Sazonov to point out to

the Tsar the great danger of a partial mobilization in

its political implications, it being an obstacle to our

fulfilling our obligations in the alliance with France.

A partial mobilization would permit William II to de-

mand of the French government, a promise of neu-

trality, and if we should remain in a state of partial

mobilization, he would declare war upon us and would

have the advantage of the fact that we would not be

prepared.

About 1 o'clock in the afternoon, Janushkevich was
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called to the telephone by Sazonov who declared to

him that the Tsar thought it necessary because of the

latest news from Berlin, to proclaim the general mobi-

lization of the entire Russian army and navy.

Then Sazonov added, "Give your orders and keep

out of sight for the rest of the day."

Immediately afterwards, Janushkevich called me to

him and informed me of this conversation. It was then

necessary immediately to send out another telegram

ordering a general mobilization. The 31st of July

was designated as the first day of the mobilization in

all the military districts and throughout all Russian

territory.

It was now necessary once more to go to the three

ministers to have the telegram signed which fixed the

general mobilization for the 31st of July. The tele-

gram of the preceding day was now worthless. At

this moment a special meeting of the Council of Minis-

ters was in session at the Palace of Marie presided over

by President Goremykine. Janushkevich was on his

way there. He suggested to me that I accompany him

in his carriage, for, in view of the fact that all of the

Ministers were there, the required signatures could be

obtained immediately. Thus matters were brought to

a conclusion. The telegram was finished. About 5

o'clock in the afternoon I deposited it at the central

telegraph office. It was a repetition of the acts of the

preceding day.

Involuntarily I reflected : Would I succeed this time

in dispatching the telegram without any obstruction?

I thought of Sazonov's words "Remain out of sight

for the rest of the day." Finally, by evening, all the
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instruments were ready to receive the telegram an-

nouncing mobilization.

I entered the office. All the operators, men and

women, maintained an impressive silence. Each one

was seated near his instrument and awaited the copy

of the telegram which was to dispatch to all the corners

of Russia the important news of the summoning of the

Russian people for the great conflict. A few minutes

afterward, while absolute silence reigned in the room,

all the instruments began to tick. It was the begin-

ning of a great epoch.

Towards 7 o'clock in the evening from all points

which were linked with St. Petersburg by direct tele-

graph lines, came answers announcing that the mobili-

zation telegram had been safely received. The thing

was irrevocably begun. It was already known in all

the large cities of our vast country. A change was no

longer possible. The prologue of the great drama

had commenced!

In spite of all this, and of the fact that the

Russian military authorities recognized that the

War was "on" from this minute, both technically

and actually, the Tsar sent the following tele-

gram to the Kaiser after the mobilization order

had been announced publicly the next day:
iD

I thank you heartily for your mediation, which be-

gins to give one hope that all may yet end peacefully.

It is technically impossible to stop our military prep-

arations, which were obligatory owing to Austria's

mobilization. We are far from wishing war. So long

as the negotiations with Austria on Serbia's account
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are taking place my troops shall not take any pro- H

vocative action. I give you my solemn word for this.

I put all my trust in God's mercy and hope in your
p,

successful mediation in Vienna for the welfare of our
tt

countries and for the peace of Europe.
1

j

The Tsar promised the Kaiser that he would e

send his aide, General Tatistchev, to Berlin with

explanations and instructions, but he never came,

for Sazonov had him arrested and detained just 1

as he was about to enter his compartment on the

Berlin train—another link in the case against

Sazonov.

III. THE PROBLEM OF RUSSIAN RESPONSI-

BILITY FOR THE WORLD WAR

1. The Deliberate and Unjustifiable

Aggression of Russia in 1914

All of the military preparations described in

the preceding section were determined upon and
put into effect before there had been any coun-

ter military measures against Russia by either

Austria or Germany. The Austrians mobilized

twenty-two divisions against Serbia on July

25th at 9.30 p. m., after Serbia had mobilized her

whole army against Austria at 3 p. m. that after-

noon. Austria declared war upon Serbia on the

28th at noon, first explicitly stating to Russia

that she bound herself to respect the territory
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and sovereignty of Serbia, Austria did not mo-

bilize against Russia until July 31st at 12.23

p. m. Germany did not mobilize against Russia

until August 1st at 5 p. m. 76 This proves the

inaccuracy in the Entente claims that the gen-

eral mobilization was proclaimed as defense

against previous military measures initiated by

Germany and Austria. And it is also signifi-

cant that, though Russia has tried to justify her

mobilization on the ground of her danger at the

hands of Austria, she yielded to French advice

and paid little attention to Austria, throwing all

her forces against Germany. It has been held

by some, like Professor Schmitt, that it was the

Austrian bombardment of Belgrade that pro-

voked the Russian mobilization and the war, but

Dobrorolski has admitted that the, Russians had

decided upon war on the 2.5th, three days before.

We may now survey the state of diplomatic

negotiations for a pacific settlement on the 29th

of July. This was the date on which Sazonov

secured the first order for the general mobiliza-

tion, which proves that by this time he had de-

cided upon a European war. Were the diplo-

matic efforts so demonstrably a failure by the

29th that Sazonov was justified in assuming that

there was no way out except through war? It

may be categorically denied that they were.
77

In the first place, Austria had explicitly in-

formed Sazonov that she "had no intention of
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annexing Serbian territory, nor did she con-

template infringing Serbian sovereignty." As
Montgelas says with entire accuracy, "This was

all that Russia could legitimately ask." 78
It

assured Sazonov that Serbia would not be "gob-

bled up" as he had affected to fear. Sazonov

was careful to conceal the Austrian assurances as

to Serbian sovereignty from his Allies in July

and August, 10M. The Austrian Ambassadors

in Paris and London, however, revealed these

facts as to Austrian assurances and the conceal-

ment of them by Sazonov. Number 223 in the

complete Russian Orange Book indicates the

consternation and discomforture of Izvolski and

Poincare when this news leaked out in Paris and

London, and their immediate decision to offset

this information by declaring it untrue. They
recognized that this lie was necessary to save

their case at London. Further, as both the Tsar

and. Sazonov were fully aware at the time, the

German pressure on Austria to accept the Brit-

ish proposals was at its height on the 29-30th of

July, when Russia took the fatal steps towards

mobilization.

Sazonov cannot escape guilt by asserting that

he knew that the German efforts to curb Austria

would not succeed. Nobody then knew they

would not succeed, and no one can say that they

would not have succeeded if Russia had re-

frained from mobilization. It seems more than
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probable that they would have been successful if

Russia had given Germany time enough, even

though the symptoms of Austrian wavering on

the 31st of July and August 1st may have been

fictitious. Germany was certainly prepared to

go to great lengths against Austria to avert a

European war if she had not been threatened by

the Russian mobilization. It may also be re-

called that Grey expressed himself as satisfied

with the trend of diplomatic efforts on the 29th.79

It may, then, be stated with absolute assur-

ance that there was nothing in either the military

or diplomatic situation on July 29, 1914, to jus-

tify the Russian determination upon general

mobilization. It was a precipitate and bellicose

act, which can be explained only on the ground

that Sazonov and the military crowd, encouraged

by Poincare, had determined to exploit the

Austro-Serbian crisis as the incident over which

to precipitate the anticipated European war.80

2. Sazonov and Russian Mobilization

It is desirable to emphasize here that the more

recent material on the Russian situation has

proved that we must revise our views of the

relative responsibility of Sazonov for the mobi-

lization.
81 As Baron Schilling and Dr. G.

Frantz have proved beyond any doubt, we can no

longer regard Sazonov as a trembling diplomat

bull-dozed by the army officials. He was at
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every step the leader in St. Petersburg.82 And
it was he who wrung the mobilization order from

the reluctant Tsar on both the 29th and the 30th.

He had in July, 1914, the courage of his convic-

tions expressed on December 8 and 31, 1913, and

February 8, 1914. Janushkevich was his right-

hand mau at St. Petersburg. Sukhomlinov, the

Minister of War, was such a notorious liar that

we can place little confidence in his voluminous

memoirs, but it seems that he lost his nerve at the

last, and that Sazonov took full responsibility

among the ministers for railroading the mobiliza-

tion order through. 83 Izvolski was, of course,

looking after matters at Paris, and his egoistic

nature led him to attempt to snatch the credit for

precipitating the War away from Sazonov.

Lord Bertie, the British Ambassador at Paris,

tells how Izvolski boasted about Paris early in

August, 1914, that "c'est ma guerre!" 84

It will not be necessary in this place to discuss

in detail the question as to whether the Russian

mobilization was equivalent to war. We made

it clear above that the Franco-Russian military

convention of 1893 was very specific in declar-

ing that the first to mobilize must be held the ag-

gressor, and that general mobilization "is war."

All responsible persons in France, Russia and

England had subsequently acted on that suppo-

sition, and Sazonov was fully aware of the fact.

No person informed on matters of military
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strategy had suggested for a generation that

Germany should lose the incalculable advantage

of speed as against the overwhelming Russian

numbers by simply answering the Russian gen-

eral mobilization by an order for counter-

mobilization and awaiting results.
80

3. Relative Guilt of Russia and Austria

Next to the fact that the Russian general mo-

bilization blocked every possible road to peace,

it seems to the writer that the most important

aspect of the question of the relative guilt of

Russia in bringing on the war is the enormous

difference in the degree of justification for the

Russian intervention against Austria as com-

pared with the merits of the Austrian action

against Serbia, even in the light of the informa-

tion possessed by Austria in 1914. Even if

Austria had planned to annihilate Serbia in

1914, Russia would have had slight justification

for intervention in the light of her incitement of

Serbia against Austria. When Austria gave

assurance that she would not annex any part of

Serbian territory or violate Serbian sovereignty,

all cause for Russian intervention disappeared.

When the Kaiser, in addition, promised Russia

that he would press Austria sternly to compel

her to cease military operations and remain

satisfied with the temporary occupation of Bel-
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grade, only an implacable Russian determina-

tion upon war can explain the subsequent Rus-

sian action. In short, while Austria may have

lacked complete justification for her policy to-

wards Serbia in 1914, Russia had no justifica-

tion whatever for her aggressive action towards

Austria. Austrian integrity and national exist-

ence were at stake; Russia had nothing at stake

except her prestige, already sadly impaired in

the Balkans, and her ambition to secure Con-

stantinople and the Straits.

Further, Russia had shown herself willing to

abandon Serbia when Russian interests were to

be advanced thereby, as was proved in 1908 by

the case of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the annexa-

tion of which had been suggested by Izvolski in

return for Austrian approval of prospective Rus-

sian access to the Straits. An even more fla-

grant case of Russian abandonment of Serbian

interests in advancing her own program is af-

forded by the Russian proposal to Turkey dur-

ing the secret Russo-Turkish negotiations of

October-December, 1911, that Russia should

act as the protector of Turkey against the

Balkan states in return for Turkish consent to

Russian freedom of the Straits. Finally, even

if one were to hold that her policy in regard to

Serbia had no justification whatever in 1914,

Austria never planned or desired a general
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European war, while this was what Russia aimed

at from her first military preparations.

One of the most forceful statements of the

threadbare nature of the Russian pretensions in

1914 comes not from a German nor an Austrian,

but from no less a person than Lord Bertie, the

British Ambassador in Paris in 1914. Writing

in his diary on July 26, 1914, he said:
86

I was to have gone to Martigny to-day. I had

arranged with Grey to do so, subject to returning

in the event of a crisis. When the Austrian Note ap-

peared I made up my mind to give up Martigny. It

seems incredible that the Russian Government should

plunge Europe into war in order to make themselves

the protectors of the Servians. Unless the Austrian

Government had proofs of the complicity of Servian

officials in the plot to murder the Archduke they

could not have addi-essed to the Servian Government

the stringent terms which the Austrian Note con-

tained. Russia comes forward as the protectress of

Servia; by what title except on the exploded pre-

tension that she is, by right, the protectress of all

Slavs? What rubbish! And she will expect, if she

adheres to her present attitude, France and England

to support her in arms. Public opinion in England

would never sanction such a policy, but unfortunately

we might be dragged into a war through reverses to

French arms and the necessity to prevent the annihila-

tion of France.
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4. Bogus Nature of Sazonov's Diplomatic

Proposals

Some may hold that the writer has been un-

fair to Sazonov, because the latter at times

seemed to favor a pacific adjustment of the dis-

putes between Russia and Austria and Austria

and Serbia, but the good faith of all of these pro-

posals is belied by his specific acts, the nature

and dates of which cannot be denied or evaded.

Nowhere in this book have we or shall we give

any credence to words which do not agree with

acts. But, for the sake of thoroughness, we

shall examine his alleged efforts for peace. On
the 24th it is held that he counselled moderation

on the part of Serbia, and advised her not to

open hostilities with Austria. He later stated

that he would be satisfied if Austria would with-

draw points four and five of the ultimatum.

On the 30th he told Pourtales that if Austria

ceased hostilities against Serbia and submitted

the dispute to a European Conference, Russia

would cease military preparations. On the 31st

he requested Grey to initiate negotiations for a

settlement in London. And the Tsar suggested

that Austria and Serbia submit their dispute to

the Hague Court.87

What validity have these proposals as the

basis for the assertion of Sazonov's pacific intent

in 1914, as over against his acts in leading Rus-



RUSSIA PRECIPITATES WAR 359

sia straight to the general mobilization? It was

but natural that he should advise Serbia against

war on the 24th, as a Serbian declaration of war

at that date would have greatly hastened mat-

ters at the outset, and have led Russia, with its

great area and few railroads, into a serious dis-

advantage as compared with the more compact

and better equipped countries such as Germany

and Austria. It was also desirable from the

standpoint of influencing European opinion to

have Serbia assume a humble and conciliatory at-

titude towards Austria. The insistence on the

removal of points four and five of the ultimatum

would, as we made clear in an earlier chapter,

have robbed the document of any real signifi-

cance. No country ever had up to 1914, and no

country ever has since then, submitted a matter

of the type of the Austro-Serbian dispute to the

Hague Court. Further, as Montgelas has

pointed out, Sazonov was himself primarily re-

sponsible for the failure of any effort to submit

the dispute to the Hague Court. On the 29th it

was rather too late to act on the suggestion with-

out seriously obstructing the Russian military

operations, but on the 27th, as we have learned

from the recently published Russian documents,

the Tsar made the same suggestion in writing

to Sazonov, but the latter disregarded the advice

absolutely. Likewise, he made no effort to pro-

mote the proposition on the 29th.
87a The pro-
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posal to Count Pourtales was obviously made in

bad faith, as the general mobilization had already-

been determined upon.

But the most convincing proof of the com-

plete bankruptcy of Sazonov's claim to basic

pacifism is to be found in his proposal of July

31st. On this day, twenty-four hours after the

ordering of the general mobilization which all

the Russians knew blocked every road to peace

and meant that Europe was virtually at war, he

telegraphed to Izvolski that the Austrian Am-
bassador had just told him that Austria was

willing to discuss the ultimatum to Serbia, that

he (Sazonov) was much gratified, and had told

the Ambassador that he would like to have Lon-

don take charge of the negotiations.
88 He also

had the obvious effrontery to telegraph to Benck-

endorff in London :

89

I have requested the British Ambassador to express

to Grey my deep gratitude for the firm and friendly

tone which he has adopted in the friendly discussions

with Germany and Austria, thanks to which the hope

of finding a peaceful issue to the present difficulties

need not yet be abandoned. I also requested him to

inform the British Ministry that in my opinion it was

only in London that the discussions might still have

some faint chance of success and of rendering the nec-

essary compromise easier for Austria.

It is obvious that Sazonov knew that it was too

late to preserve peace, but by a new suggestion
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as to negotiations he would gain more time for

the execution of the Russian mobilization before

hostilities commenced.90 He would also give

Grey additional material with which to dupe the

English public by pointing to the apparent pa-

cific intent of Russia at this late date.

The final and definitive proof of the faked-up

nature of Russian diplomatic suggestions in 1914

is to be found in the military plans from Novem-

ber, 1912, to August, 1914, and in the scheme for

using diplomatic proposals and negotiations as

a barrage to cover the aggressive military prep-

arations designed to lead to war. In a long ar-

ticle in Current History for June, 1926 (pp. 391-

97 ) , Mr. Charles Altschul has attempted to dem-

onstrate that the Russian general mobilization

did not mean war, in spite of Professor Gooch's

clear pronouncement that "it was well under-

stood between the French and Russian experts

that mobilization was equivalent to a declaration

of war." Mr. Altschul met a crushing reply

from Dr. Ernest F. Henderson in the August

number of the same journal (Chronicles, pp.

viii ff.) in which Henderson refuted Altschul by

citing the relevant sections of the very documents

used by Altschul (cf. Frantz in Current History,

March, 1927.)

The essential facts are the following: The

Franco-Russian military alliance of 1893 was

based upon the assertion that "mobilization is
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war," and the French military representative,'

General Boisdeffre, and the Russian Tsar both

expressed themselves at the time as thoroughly

understanding this interpretation. In the Rus-

sian secret Military Protocol of November 8,

1912, the plan was definitely laid for a diplomatic

barrage to cover these fatal and decisive mobi-

lization measures. It was there stated:

Mobilization does not necessarily mean the immediate

beginning of hostilities because it may be of advantage

to complete the marshalling of our troops without be-

ginning hostilities, in order that our opponent may not

be entirely deprived of the hope that war may still be

avoided. Our military measures will then have to be

masked by clever pretended diplomatic negotiations in

order to lull the fears of the enemy as completely as

possible. If by such measures we can gain a few days

they absolutely must be taken.

We have already indicated in the summary of

the Russian military preparations that the pro-

cedure in 1914 fitted in exactly with these plans

of 1912. Further, we have Dobrorolski's frank

confession that Russian diplomacy in 1914 was

actually a barrage for the mobilization. He says

that by July 25, 1914, "war was already decided

upon and the whole flood of telegrams between

the Governments of Russia and Germany rep-

resented merely the mise en scene of an histori-

cal drama." In his now famous letter of July

31, 1914, to his chief of staff on the political situ-
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ation (Die Kriegsschuldfrage, November, 1926),

Premier Pashitch confirms this interpretation

:

The reports received from our [Serbian] Minister at

St. Petersburg state that Russia is now negotiating and

is prolonging the negotiations in order to gain time

for the mobilization and concentration of her army.

When her mobilization is finished she will declare war on

Austria.

Writing in 1915 General Palizyn, the Russian

chief of staff at that time, complained that events

had made it impossible for the Russians com-

pletely to carry out their mobilization plans un-

der cover of their diplomatic subterfuges, but

expressed great satisfaction that the Russians

through their diplomatic ruse had gained twelve

days for their secret military measures and were

able to surprise their enemies by the degree of

their preparations

:

Just think what would have occurred if the Austrians

had thrown their troops solidly against us. Our march

to the frontier would not. have succeeded, and the Aus-

trians would have inflicted partial defeats upon us.

But for a long time they did not believe we would de-

clare war. They devoted all their attention to Serbia

in the full conviction that we would not stir. Our mo-

bilization struck them like a thunder-bolt. It was then

too late for them. They had become involved with Ser-

bia. The Germans too permitted the first days to

elapse without action. Altogether we gained twelve
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days. Our enemies committed a huge blunder [by

crediting Russian diplomatic efforts as sincere] and

conceded to us at the same time an incalculable advan-

tage.

In 1916 Sazonov apparently forgot for a mo-

ment that he was a diplomat and indulged in

some amazing frankness. In a communique to

the Russkoe Slovo he said at this time of his mo-

tives for entering the war: 91

Herr Bethmann-Hollweg maintains that France and

Russia would never have dared to accept the challenge

of Germany if they had not been sure of the support

of England. But the real political situation was the

following, even if the Chancellor will not admit it: In

reality, France and Russia, notwithstanding their pro-

found love for peace and their sincere efforts to avoid

bloodshed, had decided to break the pride of Germany

at any price, and to make her stop, once for all,

treading on the toes of her neighbors.

The above constitutes a sufficient rejoinder to

the naive article of Mr. Binkley in the New
York Times Current History Magazine for Jan-

uary, 1926, attempting to prove from the min-

utes of the Russian ministerial council of July

24, 1914, that Russia did not want war. 92

5. Sazonov in Apology and Retreat

Another method of dealing with Sazonov is to

examine his defense of his action made in the
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leisure of his exile from Russia since the War.

It would appear obvious that if he had been

really working for peace in 1914 he would be

vindicated by a calm statement of the case, with-

out any necessity for flagrant and easily de-

tected falsification of readily verifiable facts.

At least twice since the spring of 1923 he has at-

tempted to clear himself. In order to offset the

effect of the present writer's article in Current

History for May, 1924, the New York Times

obtained an interview with Sazonov, which was

published in the Times for May 11, 1924. The

former Foreign Minister here says that on the

29th of July Austrian mobilization was almost

complete, that the German mobilization had be-

gun, and that as an answer he ordered the mobi-

lization of four Russian military districts. The

facts are that the decision to mobilize these dis-

tricts was made on the 24th, and that the Aus-

trian mobilization did not begin until the 31st

and the German not until the 1st of August.

He further states that on the 29th Pourtales de-

manded that Russia cease mobilizing on the

Austrian frontier without promising that Ger-

many would order Austrian mobilization to

cease on the Russian frontier, but Austrian mo-

bilization did not begin until two days later.

Sazonov then resurrects the ancient myth of the

Lokalanzeiger article. He states that he was

unwillingly brought to the order for general mo-
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bilization by the publication of a false report of
j

the German mobilization in the Berlin Lokal-
j j

anzeiger at 2 p. m. (Russian time) on July ij

30th. This is a most transparent falsehood.;:,,

Sazonov had asked for the general mobilization
„

on the 28th, had obtained it on the 29th, only to
j

have it cancelled later. On the 30th he had ex-
j

tracted the Tsar's consent for the renewal and
|,

had given the new order to Janushkevich and
,j

Dobrorolski long before the Russian Ambassa-
j

dor in Berlin had telegraphed the news of the >

Lokalanzeiger article. Dobrorolski says he got
|

the order for mobilization at 1 p. m. on the 30th, i

p

but from Baron Schilling's diary it would appear
to have been about 4 p. m. that Sazonov informed :

Janushkevich to issue the order and "smash his
j ^

telephone." We now know that the Russian
; (f

Ambassador's telegram about the article was not
j,

handed to the telegraph office in Berlin until .

1(

4.28 p.m. (Russian time). The excessive de-
i

j,

mands on the St. Petersburg wires, in large part

due to the telegraphing of the Russian mobiliza- ',

tion order, prevented this telegram from reaching »

St. Petersburg until 12.20 a. m. This was over L

five hours after the remote Russian districts had i

telegraphed back to St. Petersburg that they had
j:

i

received the mobilization order as sent out by i;c

Dobrorolski late that afternoon. Therefore,

Sazonov could not have learned of the article i

until at least nine hours after he had informed
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Janushkevich to go ahead with the order which

the Tsar had approved, and to smash his tele-

phone and keep out of sight for the rest of

the day. Most important of all is the fact that

in 1914 the Russians never mentioned this Lokal-

anzeiger article as justification for Russian mobi-

lization. It was a pure fiction invented by Sir

Edward Grey from an inaccurate remark made
by Bethmann-Hollweg. It was not until 1916,

after Grey had again revived the myth, that the

Russians stooped to exploit it in their defense.93

Sazonov mentions the absurd proposal of the

Tsar to refer the Austro-Serbian issue to the

Hague Tribunal, a matter we shall not comment
on further in this place. He contends that Rus-
sia had an honorable and unbroken record as the

protector of Serbia for one hundred and fifty

years. Yet in 1908 Russia had actually been the

instigator of the annexation of Bosnia and Her-
zegovina, and in 1911 offered Turkey an alliance.

In 1912-13, when the Russians were as yet un-

prepared for war, they offered no objection to

the Austrian threats against Serbia. He con-

tends that Russia had to act to prevent the anni-

hilation of Serbia, though he himself admitted on
i July 29, 1914, that he was fully convinced that

Austria intended to respect the integrity of

Serbian territory.
94 Finally, he makes the atro-

cious misstatement that "Germany proclaimed

her intention to exercise her influence in the
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direction of moderation in Vienna but did noth-

ing." If this is all that Sazonov has to offer, we
may well conclude that he has no defense.

Some might claim in extenuation of the above

that Sazonov was careless in this interview and

did not take time to present a carefully pre-

pared vindication. He was given a second

chance. Early in the year 1925 he consented to

prepare a foreword to the diary of the Russian

Foreign Office kept in 1914 by Baron Schilling.

Apparently Sazonov had nothing new to offer.

The following citation from this foreword re-

veals the same old "chestnuts" of the Times in-

terview: 95

Referring to the question of the Russian mobiliza-

tion, to which German writers attach such importance,

stated briefly the facts which preceded it or coincided

with it were as follows: (1) On the 30th of July the

Russian mobilization was decided upon about five

o'clock p. m., and proclaimed on the 31st, after Bel-

grade had been bombarded by the Austrians ; (2)

Austria's mobilization was in full swing; (3) the semi-

official Local Anzeiger had published in a special edi-

tion the decree of the German mobilization, which was

afterwards denied, but not before it had time to reach

St. Petersburg; (4) Count Pourtales had, on the 29th,

in the name of his Government, presented the demand

that Russia should stop all military preparations on

her western frontiers without any reciprocal under-

taking on the part of Austria; (5) the Emperor
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Nicholas had proposed to the Kaiser to submit the

Austro-Serbian conflict to The Hague Tribunal; (6)

the "Kriegsgefahrzustand," which is equivalent to a

decree of mobilization in any other country, "mobiliza-

tion" being inseparable in Germany, according to

Count Pourtales, with the commencement of hostilities,

had been announced in Berlin on the 31st of July, i. e.

simultaneously with the announcement of the Russian

mobilization.

I conclude these brief introductory lines by mention-

ing the accusation often addressed by Germany to

France and Russia, that they desired war in order

that France might recover her lost provinces and Rus-

sia acquire the Straits and Constantinople.

As regards the latter, I feel bound to state that

shortly after Germany had declared war upon the

Dual Alliance, and before the Berlin Government had

sent its warships through the Straits into the Black

Sea and had thus drawn Turkey into a war with Rus-

sia, the Russian Government, together with its Allies,

had offered Turkey to guarantee her territorial integ-

rity on the sole condition of her remaining neutral.

This fact, officially announced in the Russian Orange

Book, speaks for itself, putting an end to the accusa-

tions piled up in Berlin against Russian diplomacy.

As we have just shown the preposterous and

misleading nature of the first five of these

points, we shall not repeat the refutation here.

His attempt to clear himself by contending that

the German announcement of the "imminence of

war" was equivalent to mobilization and came
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synchronously with the announcement of the

Russian general mobilization, is of a piece with

his other fabrications. This German announce-

ment was not made until after Berlin had been

informed by Pourtales of the Russian general

mobilization, namely, two days after the Tsar

had signed the first order for general mobiliza-

tion, and a day after the final order had been is-

sued. Germany then waited more than twenty-

four hours before ordering mobilization, in spite

of the fact that the Franco-Russian military

plans had been formulated on the assumption

that she would declare war the minute she

learned of the Russian mobilization. As to his

remarks about the Straits, we pointed out in the

third chapter that this was simply a ruse to de-

ceive the Turkish government. Izvolski and the

French authorities had discussed the wisdom of

proposing a guaranty of Turkish integrity, and

concluded that it would be desirable and would

in no sense interfere with the plans of the En-

tente in disposing of Constantinople and the

Straits as they saw fit at the close of hostilities.

And we know that an explicit agreement be-

tween France and Russia that the latter should

get the Straits had been made before Turkey en-

tered the War. 96

While Russia executed the acts which led to

the outbreak of the War, France and England

cannot be exonerated from their share of the
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blame for the calamity. Russia would never have

taken the deliberate steps to provoke war with-

out Poincare's incitement on his St. Petersburg

trip. The French obligation to aid Russia in

1914 was based solely upon Poincare's personal

promises, as the fact of the priority of the Rus-

jsian general mobilization to that of either Aus-

tria or Germany released France from the ob-

ligations imposed by the military convention of

1893. As early as July 22nd Poincare blocked

Grey's pacific plan for direct discussions between

Vienna and St. Petersburg, and on July 25th

Paleologue informed the Russians that France

j

placed herself "unreservedly on Russia's side"

: (British Documents, Nos. 76, 125) . And Eng-

land was both directly and indirectly involved in

the Russian mobilization. By telling Buchanan

and Benckendorff on July 25th that England

envisaged without protest the possibility of Rus-

sian mobilization as an answer to the Austrian ul-

timatum to Serbia, and by calling Sazonov's at-

tention to the mobilization of the British fleet on

July 27th, Sir Edward Grey made Sazonov feel

that England had implicitly committed herself to

the support of Russia in the event of war.

Moreover, Grey's statement to Buchanan on July

27th that the mobilization of the British fleet

ought to disabuse Sazonov of the idea of British

neutrality was probably the deciding point in

leading to the fatal Russian mobilization.97
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

(1) For several years previous to the out-

break of the World War, Izvolski had become

convinced that the most important point in Rus-

sian foreign policy was the securing of the

Straits, and that they could only be obtained by a

European war. Sazonov was converted to this

view by December, 1913, and he expressed him-

self as* believing that, with British help, France

and Russia could easily dispose of Germany

and put an end to her existence as a first-class

European power. A secret Russian Crown

Council, held on February 8, 1914, decided

that Russia could not afford to strike Turkey

through a surprise attack unaided, but must

await a European war. English adherence to

the Franco-Russian plans was practically as-

sured by the negotiations concerning an Anglo-

Russian naval convention in May, 1914.

(2) Poincare had assured Izvolski in 1912

that as soon as Russia was prepared in a military

way, and the bribed French press had reconciled

the French people to the idea of a war over the

Balkans, he would join with Russia in any inci-

dent in the Balkans which might be used as the

basis for precipitating the war which would re-

store Alsace-Lorraine, as well as capture the

Straits. To prepare for such an incident, the

Russians had encouraged Serbian plots against
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Austria, supplied the Serbians with arms, and

twice promised them Russian aid against Aus-

tria. Russian army, and possibly diplomatic,

circles knew of the Sarajevo plot in advance and

gave it their approval.

(3) Poincare visited St. Petersburg late in

July, 1914, fired the Russian militarists with

new zeal and hope, and even stirred the Tsar.

He gave the Russian extremists assurance of

full support against Austria before he fully knew

of the terms of the Austrian ultimatum, and gave

them to understand that the prospective Austro-

Serbian crisis would be satisfactory to him as the

"incident in the Balkans" over which the Rus-

sians might kindle a European war and count

upon finding France at their side.

(4) Even before Poincare had left St. Peters-

burg, and two days before he learned of the con-

tents of the Austrian ultimatum, Sazonov in-

formed the Russian Ambassador at Vienna that

Russia proposed to take a strong stand against

any Austrian move against Serbia. Two days

later Viviani dispatched a telegram from Reval

to the French acting Foreign Minister telling

him that France must likewise be prepared to

move against Austria in her prospective dispute

with Serbia. Sazonov's early advice to Serbia

to adopt a conciliatory attitude towards Austria

and, above all, not to declare war, cannot be

taken as in any sense a proof of his desire for
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peace. It is belied by all of his subsequent I]

procedure, and was paralleled at the very mo-
,

ment by a decision upon measures designed to '

lead to war. This advice is to be accounted for

on the basis of Sazonov's desire to secure as
(

much time as possible for Franco-Russian mili-
,

tary preparations and to put Serbia and her

protectors in as favorable a light as possible ,

before world opinion.
!

(5) From the 24th of July, the day they

learned of the Austrian ultimatum, the Russians

began steady and unabated military prepara-

tions in anticipation of war, and carried these to

their logical and fatal culmination in the general

mobilization order of July 30th. The 24th of

July, then, marks the turning-point in the his-

tory of contemporary Europe which trans-

formed the European system from one which

invited war into one which was based upon a de-

termination to precipitate war. Neither the

French nor the British offered any objections to

these Russian military measures, and the French

explicitly advised greater haste, coupled with

more complete secrecy. Consciously or uncon-

sciously, on July 25th, Sir Edward Grey led

Sazonov to understand that Great Britain would

countenance Russian mobilization.

(6) Personal responsibility for the provoca-

tive Russian military preparations rests mainly

upon the Grand Duke Nicholas, Sazonov and
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Izvolski, but chiefly on Sazonov, who led on the

militarists rather than being bull-dozed by them.

The Tsar was pacific, but confused and helpless.

(7) In 1916 Sazonov, in a moment of indis-

creet candor, admitted that the war was brought

on in 1914 through the determination of France

and Russia to humiliate Germany. His recent

attempts to clear himself of the charges against

him, which have been summarized in this chap-

ter, have consisted solely of the most obvious

and flagrant misstatements of easily verifiable

and incontestable facts. He has not been able

to offer one valid fact in extenuation of his con-

duct.

(8) Sazonov's suggestions as to a diplomatic

settlement were not made in good faith, but, fol-

lowing the Protocol of November 8, 1912, were

designed purely to gain more time for the execu-

tion of the Russian military preparations. His

most definite and comprehensive suggestions as

to a diplomatic settlement were made after the

general mobilization order had been issued, which

he well knew blocked every possible road to

peace. At the time of the issuance of the mobili-

zation order the movement for a diplomatic set-

tlement of the crisis, which had been initiated by

Germany and England, was at its height.

Moreover, Austria had weakened and agreed to

discuss her dispute with Serbia before the ex-

piration of the German ultimatum to Russia.
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(9) The article in the Berlin Lokalanzeiger .

of July 30th inaccurately announcing German
j

mobilization had no influence upon the Russian
j

decision to order a general mobilization. The
j

news of this article did not reach St. Petersburg l

until nine hours after Sazonov had secured the I

Tsar's consent to general mobilization and had J

turned over this order to the chief of staff. Dob- "

rorolski tells us frankly that Russia decided 1

upon war on July 25th, and that Sazonov's dip-
|

lomatic manoeuvres were only the protective bar-
;

rage for the military preparations, carried out

strictly according to the secret military protocol

of November 8, 1912.

(10) The first German and Austrian military

action against Russia came long after the Rus-

sian general mobilization, and neither country

had made a move against Russia until after the

Russian general mobilization order had been tele-

graphed throughout Russia. Germany did not

even then move hastily, but vainly waited twenty-

four hours for a reply to a twelve-hour ultimatum

to Russia before ordering mobilization.
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CHAPTER VII

POINCARE AND HIS CLIQUE
INCITE THE RUSSIANS IN

THE CRISIS OF 1914

I. THE WAR OF 1870 AND THE WORLD WAR

Any intelligent and adequate discussion of the

relation of France to the World War must begin

with a consideration of the Franco-Prussian

War, for, as Ewart has well expressed the situ-

ation: "Alsace-Lorraine was the cause of the

maze of military combinations and counter-

combinations which had perplexed European

diplomats for over forty years."
1 We need here

do nothing more than briefly summarize what

was pointed out in an earlier chapter concerning

this question. The conflict was a needless and

fundamentally immoral war. It was produced

primarily by: (1) the desire of Bismarck to use

the Germanic patriotism, which might be gener-

ated through a war against France, as the means

of bringing the unification of the German Em-
pire to completion, and (2) by the aspiration of

the politicians and diplomats of the Second Em-
pire in France to exploit a war in the interest of

bolstering up for a time the tottering Bonaparte
382
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dynasty. Of the two ambitions that of Bismarck

was doubtless the more constructive and laudable.

The War was actually precipitated through the

foolhardy aggressive diplomacy of the Duke of

Gramont, the French Foreign Minister. Writ-

ing to Countess Louise de Mercy-Argenteau on

March 2, 1871, Napoleon III said: "I ac-

knowledge that we were the aggressors."
2

The only important point with reference to the

problem at hand in this chapter is to emphasize

the fact that the popular impression that the

Franco-Prussian War was a wanton war waged

by a powerful and aggressive military state

against a weaker, reluctant and pacific neighbor

is pure illusion. France was a much larger and

more powerful state than Prussia in 1870, was

fully as eager for war as Prussia, and expected to

win a quick and decisive victory over Prussia, to

be followed by a triumphant entry into Berlin,

thus repeating the glorious feat of the first Napo-

leon. In fact, the great majority of prominent

Englishmen and Americans, and the greater part

of the influential press in both countries, looked

upon France as the most menacing military state

in Europe in 1870, viewed her as the aggressor

in 1870, and welcomed the early decisive victories

of von Moltke's armies. 3

The Franco-Prussian War has a direct bear-

ing upon the causes of the World War chiefly

because at its close Bismarck, against his own best
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judgment and at the behest of the Prussian King

and the extremists, annexed a part of the former

German provinces of Alsace-Lorraine to Ger-

many. The Germans could allege with entire

accuracy that these provinces had originally been

German for centuries, and had been ruthlessly

torn from Germany by Louis XIV and other

French autocrats. In 1870 Alsace-Lorraine

was still more German than French in language

and culture, but many Frenchmen found the idea

of their permanent surrender to Germany ab-

solutely intolerable. It is true that the annexa-

tion was rather generally approved in Eng-

land and America, though many at the time

foresaw the danger of the development of a French

movement for revenge, but it proved the most dis-

astrous act in the history of contemporary Euro-

pean diplomacy. 4 From 1871 onward there was

a strong group in France which was determined

never to rest until a victorious war over Germany

should have restored the "Lost Provinces." The

early leader of this group of Revanchards was

Paul Deroulede, who created the League of

Patriots for the purpose of keeping alive an un-

ceasing agitation for the recovery of Alsace-

Lorraine. He even visited foreign countries,

seeking aid for the movement and agitating

against Germany. His place was taken after his

death by Maurice Barres, a distinguished writer

and an equally fanatical apostle of revenge.
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These men had great influence on French senti-

ment and opinion, and no little influence on

French politics—certainly much more than that

exerted on the German government by the Pan-

German League. 5 The same spirit permeated

the army officers. Marshal Foch has stated

:

From the age of IT, I dreamed of revenge, after

having seen the Germans at Metz. And when a man

of ordinary capacity concentrates all of his faculties

and all of his abilities upon one end, and works without

diverging, he ought to be successful.

In general, the chief Republican leaders of

France were only lukewarm over the movement

for the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine, however

much they may have desired to regain these prov-

inces. Most of the prominent Bevanchards

prior to 1900 were, in differing degrees, enemies

of the Third Republic, as they felt that a mon-

archy would be more easily manipulated for war.

After the final victory of the Republicans in the

Dreyfus Case, there was a general movement

away from revenge and towards better relations

with Germany which was led by Caillaux,

Combes, Painleve, Herriot and others.
7 Unfor-

tunately, these men allowed the foreign policy of

France to be dominated by Delcasse, who was

one of the foremost apostles of revenge and the

ultimate defeat of Germany. His activities

more than offset all that the pacific group could
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accomplish to mitigate the revenge spirit, and his

attitude in regard to the Franco-Russian

Alliance, the Anglo-French Entente and the

Morocco question did more than anything else

to alarm Germany and prevent Franco-German

relations from assuming a tranquil tone. When
he was compelled to resign it was too late to re-

pair the damage, and Poincare later took up Del-

casse's work where it had been laid down. 8

Raymond Poincare was a French lawyer of

very great ability who had taken a fairly active

part in French politics from early years. He
was a Lorrainer by birth, and had always enter-

tained an almost fierce determination to do all in

his power to recover his Fatherland. 9 In an ad-

dress to university students in October, 1920, he

confessed that he had been unable to see any real

reason for existence except in the hope of recov-

ering Alsace and Lorraine

:

10

In my years at school, my thought, bowed before the

spectre of defeat, dwelt ceaselessly upon the frontier

which the Treaty of Frankfort had imposed upon us,

and when I descended from my metaphysical clouds I

could discover no other reason why my generation

should go on living except for the hope of recovering

our lost provinces. Could life present any more satis-

factory spectacle than to witness the reunion in Stras-

bourg of the youth of Alsace and the rest of France?

In a similar vein, M. Colrat, an intimate personal

friend of Poincare, wrote in L'Opinion for
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December 14, 1918, with the approval of Poin-

care:

We must recognize that the recovery of Metz and

Strasbourg is not only the magnificent work of our

soldiers, living and dead, of the dead more than the

living—it is the final culmination of a definite political

policy. It is the achievement of M. Raymond Poin-

care who has worked for it with an ingenious perse-

verance which sacrificed, when it was necessary, the

accessory to the principal, the means to the end, men

to the task.

These statements constitute the basis for some

rather serious qualifications upon Poincare's as-

sertion in Foreign Affairs for October, 1925, that

by 1912 the French had given up all hope of

fighting for the recovery of the lost provinces:

"The fact that she continued to think sorrow-

fully of those who had been torn from her did

not mean that she dreamed for a single moment

of delivering them by force of arms." 12

Mathias Morhardt, a distinguished French

publicist, has concisely described Poincare's ob-

session in regard to the recovery of Alsace-

Lorraine, with its decisive effect upon his poli-

cies:
13

Let one take, one by one, the acts of his political life

during these twelve long and terrible years ! Let one

analyze even the secret intentions ! One always will

find there the same spirit, the same will, the same meth-
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ods. M. Raymond Poincare—he has solemnly af-

firmed it in the Manifeste aux Etudiants which we have

cited—had no other ambition than to recapture Alsace-

Lorraine. His policy was invariably directed against

Germany. It was a narrow policy full of violence and

hate. But it was a policy of reparation. To satisfy

it, he consented to the worst sacrifices and we have seen

him putting France, the blood of two million of her

children, even her fortune, to the service of the im-

perialistic ambitions of the Russian autocracy, the

least compatible of governments with the genius and

with the democratic aspirations of our own coun-

try. ...
The plan created by M. Raymond Pomcare was all-

embracing. Let a spark be lighted in the Balkans and

the world war would be certain—for Russia coveted

Constantinople and the Straits ;
and, like Austria, who

was opposed to this dream and who was allied with

Germany, France would undertake the struggle, be-

cause Germany would also enter. The conflict was

so certain that M. Raymond Poincare would do nothing

either to eliminate it or even to avert it. . . . With an

oriental fatalism he awaited serenely the hour of the

realization of his program.

We have pointed out how the French chauvin-

ists exploited the second Morocco crisis to dis-

credit Caillaux and the pacific group, and came

into power themselves with the accession of Poin-

care to the office of Premier of France and For-

eign Minister on January 14, 1912.
14 There

had been plenty of vigorous activity on the part
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of the revenge group before this time, but they

had been opposed by the majority of the Repub-

lican leaders. Now, for the first time, the Re-

public itself became committed to the Revanch-

ard cause. Poincare cannot escape, as he has

tried to do, by calling attention to the fact that

there were pacifically minded persons in his cabi-

net and that he became President in 1913.
15 He,

Delcasse and Paleologue kept full control of

foreign policy while he was Prime Minister, and,

after he became President, he likewise main-

tained a whiphand over his Foreign Ministers

and directed all important negotiations with

Russia and England. 10 This fact demonstrates

the misleading nature of his comparison of the

theoretical constitutional and parliamentary con-

trol of foreign policiy in France with the auto-

cratic domination over foreign affairs in pre-

War Germany.

The danger to European peace inherent in the

attitude and policies of the French firebrands

was well exj)ressed in January, 1914, by Baron

Guillaume, the Belgian minister in Paris

:

I have already had the honor of informing you that

it is M.M. Poincare, Delcasse, Millerand and their

friends who have invented and pursued the nationalist,

boastful and jingoistic policy whose revival we have

witnessed. It is a danger for Europe and for Belgium.

I see in it the greatest peril which threatens the peace

of Europe today.
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II. THE TRIPLE ENTENTE AND THE PREPARATION

FOR THE WORLD WAR

In the third chapter we summarized the vari-

ous stages in the development of the Politik of

Poincare and Izvolski. We shall here pass it in

review, merely to emphasize the significance of

these achievements for an understanding of the

European situation in June, 1914. The Franco-

Russian Alliance, negotiated between 1890 and

1894, was at the outset a purely defensive ar-

rangement, though much was done to give it a

more aggressive turn during Delcasse's mission

in the summer of 1899. It was provided in the

military convention of 1893 between the two

countries that one was required to come to the

aid of the other only in the event of a prior mobi-

lization against one of them by Germany or

Austria. In the Morocco crises Russia took no

aggressive part in supporting France. Like-

wise, the Franco-Russian Alliance was, to 1912,

based upon the provision for military coopera-

tion alone. On July 16, 1912, a naval con-

vention was completed which provided for coop-

eration by sea. The scheme for land cooperation

was also greatly strengthened between 1912 and

1914 by Delcasse's mission, which dealt with the

French loans to Russia, with their employment

to increase the railroad facilities for transporting

Russian troops to the German frontier, and with
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the necessity for enormous increases in the Rus-

sian army. The plans worked out by the gen-

eral staffs of the two countries became more pre-

cise, and the interchange of views more intimate

and frequent. Russian practice manoeuvres in

Poland became more comprehensive and scien-

tific. The French also provided for great mili-

tary increases in their army bill of 1913. As

early as 1912 Izvolski reported that Poincare had

stated that French military experts believed

France and Russia had a good chance against

Germany and Austria in the event of war.

Diplomatic developments paralleled the naval

and military increases.
17 The moderate and far-

sighted Georges Louis was recalled as Ambas-

sador to Russia, to be replaced by the belligerent

arch-enemy of Germany, Theophile Delcasse.

Poincare and Izvolski agreed that the Balkans

were the most promising area to be exploited

for the purpose of inviting a general European

war to secure the Straits and recover Alsace-

Lorraine, but the French people were strongly

opposed to a war over the Balkans. Hence, they

had to be scared and deluded into a favorable

attitude towards the Franco-Russian Balkan

policy of 1912-14. This was achieved through

the bribery of the French press by Russian

money, obtained by Izvolski and dispersed by

him with the advice of Poincare and his associ-

ates. In this way the Franco-Russian Alliance
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was "Balkanized." 18 Poincare was at the out-

set opposed to the Balkan Wars of 1912^-1913,

for he felt that the conflict over the Balkans

should not be precipitated before Russia had ad-

vanced further with her military increases and

the French public was better prepared for war

by the bribed press. But after war had broken

out in the Balkans he was willing to take a chance

on a prematurely initiated European war rather

than to let the Balkan situation develop in such a

fashion that Russia would get the Straits with-

out the general European war necessary for the

recovery of Alsace and Lorraine. Therefore, in

the fall of 1912, he made arrangements with Iz-

volski to the effect that France would willingly

follow Russia into a European war over the Bal-

kan question, and did all he could to prevent

Russia from any possibility of gaining her ends

without a reciprocal advantage to France. IT"

thus insisted upon a supervisory knowledge of

Russian policies in the Balkan area. Through-

out the Balkan Wars Poincare and Izvolski

actively cooperated to oppose the interests of

Germany and Austria at every turn.
19 By De-

cember, 1913, Sazonov was converted to the plan

of a European war to obtain the Straits, and even

the Tsar approved the scheme in March, 1914. 20

Poincare had from the first recognized that a gen-

eral war was necessary to recover the lost prov-

inces, and rejected in 1912 German advances for
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better relations with France on the basis of far-

reaching autonomy for Alsace-Lorraine. The

French willingness for war is well described by

no less a personage than Count Benckendorff in

a report to Sazonov on February 25, 1913:
21

Recalling his [M. Cambon's] conversations with me,

the words exchanged, and, adding to that, the attitude

of M. Poincare, the thought comes to me as a convic-

tion that, of all the Powers, France is the only one

which, not to say that it wishes war, would yet look

upon it without great regret. . . . The situation, as I

regard it, seems to be that all the Powers are sincerely

working to maintain peace. But of all of them, it is

France who would accept war the most philosophically.

As has been said, France "stands erect once more."

Rightly or wrongly, she has complete confidence in her

army; the old ferment of animosity has again shown

itself, and France would very well consider that the

circumstances to-day are more favorable than they will

ever be later.

The transformation of the millenniumlong

Anglo-French animosity and antipathy into ac-

tive diplomatic cooperation between the two

countries was begun when Delcasse seized the

opportunity to exploit the Fashoda Incident of

1898 for the purpose of making a bid for Englisfi

good-will and support.
22 By 1905 the Conser-

vative government in England had laid specific

and direct plans for cooperation with the French

navy, and more nebulous plans for military co-
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operation. In 1906 Grey, as Foreign Secretary
f

of the new Liberal government, participated in
1

initiating in earnest the direct conversations be-
i

tween France and England, providing for joint t

military action between England, France and
i

Russia against Germany. Before the close of

1906 these plans had assumed a highly specific
I

character, and were progressively worked over by
the general staffs of the countries involved until

the outbreak of the World War. At the time of

the second Morocco crisis, in 1911, England
took the opportunity to announce through Lloyd-
George her firm and aggressive association with

France against Germany in the case of a war be-

tween the latter and France. In 1912 Poincare
compelled Sir Edward Grey to renounce the ar-

rangements discussed by Lord Haldane during

his visit to Germany to improve relations be-

tween Germany and England. On November
22, 1912, Paul Cambon, French Ambassador to

England, induced Grey to agree to a plan of

naval cooperation with France, according to

which the French navy could be concentrated in

the Mediterranean to cooperate with the Russian
Black Sea fleet and hold in check the Austrian
navy, while the English bound themselves to pro-

tect the French coasts against any attack by the

German fleet.
23 This meant that for all practi-

cal purposes England was actually committed
to make war on Germany whenever France did,
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for, as Cambon well expressed it, a nation does

not make war by halves, its navy fighting while

its army remains inactive.
24 The plans for mili-

tary cooperation assumed a much more detailed

and explicit form under the direction of Generals

Wilson and French between 1912 and 1914, until

they were as explicit and thorough as those exist-

ing between the French and Russian general

staffs. In November, 1912, Sazonov wrote to

the Tsar that both Grey and Poincare had as-

sured him that England had bound herself by a

verbal agreement to come to the aid of France if

the latter were attacked by Germany. 25

We have indicated above that Sazonov held

that France and Russia could not risk a war with

any assurance except on the assumption that

England could be counted upon. We have

traced above the development of the understand-

ings between France and Russia and between

France and England. England and Russia had

been rivals for a century over the Near East, but

better relations between these countries began

with the partition of Persia in 1907, though there

was friction over Persia right down to the out-

break of the World War. One of the con-

spicuous acts of Poincare on his visit to St.

Petersburg in 1914 was to reassure the British

Ambassador as to Russian policy in Persia.
26

From 1907 onward the British military plans

were framed in contemplation of cooperation
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with France in the west and Russia in the east

against Germany. In 1910 another step was

taken when Sir Arthur Nicolson was recalled

from his post as Ambassador to St. Petersburg

and made permanent under-secretary at the Brit-

ish Foreign Office. Grey frankly admitted that

he had been appointed to improve the relations

between Russia and England." 7 In the spring

of 1914 Grey had persuaded Asquith and others

in the British cabinet to consent to negotiations

for an Anglo-Russian naval convention. This

was advancing successfully when the crisis of

1914 came on, the Russian representative being

in London at the time.' 8
It is thus apparent

that by June, 1914, the ring around Germany
and Austria was practically complete.

It has been held by some that Poincare's policy

was purely defensive and produced by a mortal

fear of German aggression. This is, quite ob-

viously, nonsense. In 1912 Poincare himself

wrote: "The German Government seems obsti-

nately bent on a rapprochement which nothing

but complete reparation for the past would ren-

der possible." The truth of the matter has been

admirably summarized by Fabre-Luce :

29

In short, with variations in their tactics, the German
government aimed at reconciliation until 1913, when,

finding all their proposals rejected, they were per-

suaded that France wanted war, and turned their whole
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attention to strengthening their armaments to insure

their defence.

III. POINCARE AND HIS CLIQUE IN THE

CRISIS OF 1914

1. Responsibility that of Poincare rather

than of French People

In treating the responsibility of France in the

July crisis of 1914 it should be understood at the

outset that the responsibility was that of scarcely

more than a half-dozen men, including Poincare,

Viviani, Messimy, Delcasse, Paul Cambon and

Paleologue. The final decision upon war was

officially made on the nights of July 29th and

31st by only three men—Poincare, Viviani and

Messimy. As Messimy, the Minister of War,

was called in as an expert from an important

department involved, and as Viviani was not a

militarist at heart,
30

it may almost be held that

the complete responsibility for this momentous

responsibility rests upon the shoulders of Poin-

care alone. It may safely be said that there was

more autocratic action in deciding upon entering

the World War in France than in Russia, Ger-

many or Austria. In no case did the legislative

branches have anything to do with the decisions

in these countries, and a larger group of min-

isters cooperated in making the decisions in Rus-

sia, Austria and Germany than in France. The
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nearest resemblance was the case of Sazonov in

Russia, but he was less the master of the situa-

tion than was Poincare. Poincare had no Tsar

to cancel mobilization orders or to resist the

issuance of new orders. He was himself com-

plete master of the policy of Paris. Therefore,

when we speak of the responsibility of France

for the great cataclysm, we do not mean the re-

sponsibility of the French people, but the respon-

sibility of Raymond Poincare, and his willing

servants in the ministry and diplomatic service.

It is certain that the French people were not

clamoring for war in 1914, and they had ad-

mittedly been overwhelmingly pacific in 1912.

Nothing is more frequently mentioned in Izvol-

ski's reports to Sazonov concerning his inter-

views with Poincare than the insistence of the

latter upon the fact that the French people were

peace-loving and opposed to war over the Balkan

issue. Poincare very often emphasized with Iz-

volski the fact that it would require a long cam-

paign of corruption of the French press by the

employment of Russian funds in order to delude

the French people into feeling that they were in

danger from the Austro-German policy in the

Balkans, thereby rendering them willing to fol-

low Poincare into war. 31 Even two years of

persistent efforts in this respect were not ade-

quate to lead the French populace into a belliger-

ent attitude. When the war crisis came in 1914
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it was found necessary to break up all pacifist

meetings in Paris for days before the outbreak

of war, to print false statements concerning the

German Ambassador in Paris, to misrepresent

flagrantly the facts about the German attitude

towards a diplomatic settlement of the crisis, to

publish obvious lies about the relative state of

the Russian and German military preparations

and activities, to assassinate the great leader of

the Socialists, to delay the formal mobilization

order and to fake defensive military gestures, to

develop a most rigid censorship of the news, to

initiate the most thorough campaign of propa-

ganda, and to refuse to submit the decision upon

war to debate in the Chamber of Deputies.

Only by deceiving the French people in these

ways and leading them thereby to accept the fic-

tion that France was waging a desperate war of

defense was Poincare and his group able to drag

the French people into the conflict. As the most

astute of all French students of war guilt,

Georges Demartial, has well expressed the mat-

ter: "France was thrown into the war as help-

less as a bound chicken destined for the spit."
32

Therefore, when we proceed to indict Poincare

and his clique for the French responsibility in the

launching of the World War, we are not in any

sense attempting to indict France. We well rec-

ognize that the French people were the uncon-

scious but tragic victims of their unscrupulous
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masters, and that they have suffered more than »

any others from their delusion. We simply use j

the term "France" with respect to war responsi- i

bility as a blanket term in ordinary usage. And
|

o

we have to recognize that it was all France which

ultimately went into the War, even though a nar-

row political oligarchy controlled her policy and s

relentlessly pushed her into the bloody contest.

Least of all, would we hold that the indictment

of Poincare and his policies from January, 1912,

to August, 1914, constitutes in any sense an in-
,

dictment of French culture, in his admiration of
(

which the present writer yields to no one. And,

further, it may be pointed out here that there

have been written in France more creditable i

books attacking Poincare and his group as re- '

sponsible for the War than there have been in 1

Germany and Austria combined. 3:1 Finally, the 1

first organized movement in any Entente country

to repudiate the old lies about war guilt was in-

stituted in France late in 1925 by Victor Mar-

gueritte and his associates, though Morel Beazley

and others had protested far earlier in Eng-

land."
4

8. The Myth of "Defenseless France"

There is a most persistent myth which we have

already shown to be highly absurd, but which

still crops up as one of the most frequently cited

proofs of the innocence of France in 1914,
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namely, the allegation that the Triple Entente

was hopelessly outnumbered by Germany and

Austria, and that France was timid and fearful

on the defensive. Very recently indeed, in his

popular book France and the French, Mr. Sisley

Huddleston regaled us with this perennial illu-

sion after the following fashion

:

34a

I have had the privilege of some personal acquaint-

ance with the private sentiments of such outstanding

French soldiers as Marshal Foch and General Gouraud,

and I affirm emphatically that no greater pacifists

could anywhere be found. It was with trepidation that

France entered the War in 1914; neither M. Poincare,

the President, nor M. Viviani, the Prime Minister, who

were on the high seas when the fatal step was taken,

would have deliberately dared to face the consequences

of a new struggle with Germany with the recollection

of the defeat and humiliation of 1870 in their minds and

with no certainty of English or American aid. The

odds against France were far too great. As for the

French people, they were, as anybody who had any ac-

quaintance with them at that time will concede, alto-

gether pacific in their intentions. Much praise has

been rightly bestowed on the tenacity and the bravery

of the French, but on several occasions during the War

the so-called defaitistes nearly brought about a cata-

strophic surrender. Men like Clemenceau, when once

the War began, were determined to see it through at

any cost, and doubtless, though not seeking, they wel-

comed the opportunity, as they supposed, of shattering

once and for all the German peril.
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The statistics of comparative armaments which

we cited in the second chapter are adequate to re-

fute this. The truth is contained in the state-

ment of former Chancellor Marx that "The

Entente was so much stronger than the Central

Powers that an aggressive scheme on the part of

Germany and Austria would have been almost

suicidal." And we know that Poincare was

fully aware of the facts. As early as 1912, be-

fore the enormous increases in the Russian and

the French armies, he told Izvolski that the

French military experts believed that France and

Russia alone had an excellent chance against

Germany and Austria. In a speech at Nantes in

October, 1913, Poincare declared: "France

does not; want war, but she does not fear it."

Now Sir Edward Grey tells us that in the spring

of 1914 the French and British military experts

held that France and England unaided would be

able to withstand the Central Powers. Poin-

care further knew in July, 1914, that he could

certainly count on Serbia, and probably on Italy

and Roumania. In the light of these facts the

thesis of a cringing and terror-stricken France in

1914 is utterly ridiculous.

3. Aftermath of the St. Petersburg Visit

In the preceding chapter we indicated at some

length how the initial impulse to the aggressive
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action on the part of the Entente that produced

the World War came from Poincare's visit to

St. Petersburg from July 20th to 23rd, 1914.

He put new vigor into the Russian militarists,

stirred the Tsar, incited the Russians to take a

strong stand against Austria, and gave the Rus-

sians to understand that France would stand

firmly behind them in whatever action they took

in the premises. 35 On the 24th he had Viviani

send a telegram from Reval telling the acting

Foreign Minister at Paris that France must be

prepared to act decisively in the Austro-Serbian

crisis. The Russians were encouraged to make

their crucial decision upon war on the 25th

through Paleologue's statement to Sazonov on

the 25th that he was "in a position to give his Ex-

cellency formal assurance that France placed

herself unreservedly on Russia's side." Between

the Reval Dispatch and Poincare's arrival in

Paris (specifically July 24-27) Paul Cambon
secretly rushed from London to Paris lest

Bienvenu-Martin might become too conciliatory

in his discussions of the crisis with the German
Ambassador. Cambon thus stiffened up the

policy of the French Foreign Office until the

return of Poincare and Viviani. Berthelot also

contributed very clever and competent assistance

to the Franco-Russian program at this time

through his extremely astute outlining of the

Serbian reply to the Austrian ultimatum. For
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weeks before war broke out Clemenceau urged

the French on to a war of conquest by his writ-

ings in L'Homme Libre.

Poincare's attitude at the end of his Russian

trip is illustrated by the following anecdote nar-

rated by Armand Charpentier. When he landed

at Dunkirk at noon on July 29th Poincare was

asked by Senator Trystram: "Do you believe,

Mr. President, that the war can be averted?"

To this Poincare replied: "To do so would be a

great pity, for we shall never witness more fav-

orable circumstances!"

Upon his return to Paris, where he was greeted

with a great patriotic demonstration and cries of

"on to Berlin," Poincare continued his aggressive

policy without flinching. The acting Foreign

Minister, Bienvenu-Martin, and the German

Ambassador in Paris, Baron von Schoen, had dis-

cussed the Austro-Serbian affair in a friendly

manner. This was a poor beginning for a policy

of war, so Poincare's henchman, Berthelot, pub-

lished in the Echo de Paris grave distortions of

the conversations between Schoen and Bienvenu-

Martin, designed to inflame the French public;

and this in spite of the fact that Poincare affects

great indignation at Bismarck's alleged distor-

tion of the Ems telegram of 1870.
3G Active steps

in the way of military preparations began to be

taken by the French military authorities from the

24th of July onward, though for purely diplo-
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matic reasons the French delayed the order for

general mobilization until after the German proc-

lamation of a state of imminent war.

Poincare was quickly faced with the responsi-

bility incurred by his inflammatory policy while

in St. Petersburg. On the very night of his

return to Paris he received a telegram from

Sazonov announcing the Russian mobilization

plans, the Russian decision that war was prob-

able, and the Russian assumption that France

could be counted upon to fulfil all the obligations

of the alliance with Russia. 37 We have already

shown how Poincare, Viviani and Messimy took

up this crucial matter in a secret conference on

the night of July 29th, and made the fatal de-

cision for war. Though they did not actually

announce their formal declaration for war until

late on the night of the 31st, they well knew that

their decision on the night of the 29th would lead

the Russians to continue those steps which would

make a general European war inevitable. On
the morning of July 30th Poincare told a friend

of the Spanish Ambassador that he regarded a

European war as inevitable.
38

Viviani telegraphed the next morning to the

French Ambassadors at Eondon and St. Peters-

burg that France was determined to fulfil all

the obligations of her alliance with Russia, and

that he had advised Russia to carry on her mili-

tary preparations in such a manner as to keep
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Germany as much in the dark as possible and

not afford the latter any pretext for counter-

mobilization. He also added that he had as-

sured the German Ambassador in Paris that the

French had taken no steps towards preparation

for war and were eagerly supporting every diplo-

matic effort being made to preserve peace.39

Izvolski at once informed Sazonov of the con-

tents of Viviani's telegrams, and also of the fact

that Cambon had been put to work on Grey to

induce him to line up England with France and

Russia in the crisis.
40

Perhaps Izvolski's most important telegram

was one to the effect that France was not op-

posed to the Russian military preparations, but

that Russia should be as secretive as possible

about them. The French suggested that the

Russian government issue a public declaration

that they were willing to curtail their mobiliza-

tion activities in the interest of peace, and then,

under the cover of this announcement, actually

speed up these mobilization measures. The in-

sistence upon secrecy was, of course, dictated by

the desire to gain as much time as possible on

Germany and not to alarm England. By the

early morning of the 30th of July, then, France

was urging Russia to hasten the steps which

would make war inevitable, but was instructing

her to screen them behind public declarations of a

desire to preserve the peace of Europe through
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negotiations. This famous telegram of Izvol-

ski, one of the most important during the whole

July crisis, was excluded wholly from the origi-

nal Russian Orange Book, as, indeed, were the

two previous ones just mentioned. It reads as

follows:
41

Margerie [Director of the French Foreign Office]

with whom I just spoke tells me that the French Gov-

ernment do not wish to interfere with our military

preparations, that, however, they would consider it

most desirable on account of the still continuing nego-

tiations for the preservation of the peace, if these

preparations were carried on in the least open, least

provocative manner possible. For his part, the Min-

ister of War expressed the same idea to our Military

Attache, and said we might declare that, in the higher

interests of peace, we were willing to slow down for the

time being our preparations for mobilization, which

would not hinder us to continue and even accelerate

these preparations, but on so doing we would have to

refrain as much as possible from the transportation of

troops on a larger scale.

These undeniable facts as to the French en-

couragement of the aggressive Russian acts from

the very first constitute a most illuminating com-

mentary upon the honesty of Poincare in tele-

graphing George V on July 31st that France

had from the beginning of the crisis offered

counsels of restraint and moderation to Russia,

and that Russia had uniformly heeded such ad-
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monition.42 The reverse was, of course, the

truth. As early as July 27th Sazonov hastened

to inform the French that "regarding counsels

of moderation, we reject these at the outset."
4:5

And Bienvenu-Martin was equally prompt in

informing Sazonov that he did "not for a minute

admit the possibility of exercising a moderating

influence in St. Petersburg." 44

4. Diplomatic Subterfuges of "Reluctant

France"

Having thus committed themselves to an in-

evitable European war the French considered

with acumen the possible diplomatic ruses and I

subterfuges which might be employed to deceive

the Germans as to the state of the Franco-

Russian diplomatic agreements and military

preparations, and to dupe the English, French

and Italian peoples into thinking that France

was steadfastly working for peace until the last

hope of averting war had vanished. The im-

pression was also to be spread abroad that when

the French finally accepted the necessity of war,

they entered upon hostilities in a purely defen-

sive and reluctant attitude. The most famous

and ambitious gesture in this direction was the

order given on July 30th for the withdrawal of

the French troops on the frontier to a distance of

ten kilometers from the boundary. This, as

General Joffre was fully informed at the time,
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and as Viviani and Messimy frankly admitted in

speeches before the Chamber of Deputies on

January 31, 1919, was purely and simply a dip-

lomatic ruse to impress the peoples of England,

France and Italy with the apparent fact that

France was doing everything in her power to

avert even the appearance of wishing war.45 In

this manner Poincare and Viviani hoped to rally

the French people to the support of their gov-

ernment, to put British opinion behind Sir Ed-

ward Grey in coming to the assistance of France,

and to help to detach Italy from the Triple Al-

liance. Of the greatest importance was the

hoped-for effect upon British opinion. This is

well brought out in a telegram from Messimy

(the Minister of War) to General Joffre on the

afternoon of August 1st:
46

In order to secure the cooperation of our English

neighbors, it is still essential not to allow patrols and

detachments to go beyond the general line fixed in

telegram No. 129 of the 30th of July.

The bluff worked perfectly, not only in the case

of England, but also with respect to France and

Italy.

Since the secret purpose of the order has been

revealed, Poincare has attempted to defend him-

self by alleging that this move was assuredly a

serious effort to demonstrate the pacific inten-

tions of France because it was a dangerous act
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from a military point of view, and was fiercely

opposed by Joffre and the military authorities.
47

This is an obvious falsehood. Viviani stated in

his speech of January 31, 1919, before the

Chamber of Deputies, that the withdrawal order

was not opposed by Messimy. Messimy im-

mediately arose in the Chamber, confirmed this

statement, and added that the withdrawal order

was not opposed by the French General Staff.
48

We now know that there was no reason why it

should have been. In some places the order

was only for a four kilometer withdrawal. On
those sections of the frontier where even tem-

porary evacuation of posts might have been

dangerous the order was not executed. The or-

der was given before the Germans had taken any

steps towards military preparations for immi-

nent war. The patrols were left in the border posts

to report the advance of any German troops, and

the French troops could have been marched back

over the ten kilometers in two hours. The ten

kilometer limitation was removed on August

2nd, the day that Grey gave Cambon his prom-

ise that England would come into the War on

the side of France. This was twenty-four hours

before the German declaration of war. Hence,

the withdrawal order was in no sense a mili-

tary menace or a handicap to the French Gen-

eral Staff. Indeed, it was a positive advantage,

as it provided a screen behind which even
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more extensive secret military preparations could

be carried on by the French.
49 The new British

documents (No. 319 and enclosure) reveal the

fact that Viviani informed Cambon and Grey

that the withdrawal order was given solely to in-

fluence British opinion.

The most striking and startling information

concerning the withdrawal order is the alleged

revelation that the suggestion came to the

French from London as the result of collusion

between Paul Cambon and Grey who, as Benck-

endorff tells us, understood the importance of

preparing English opinion for the coming con-

flict.
50 This information that the withdrawal

order was given at the instigation of England

has come from Mr. Gerald Campbell of the Lon-

don Times.-'
1 The new British documents fur-

nish no confirmation of Campbell's allegation.

They do prove that Grey had certainly not de-

cided as early as the 30th that war was inevitable

and that England must enter on the side of

France. Nevertheless, Grey fully realized that

the French withdrawal order was absolutely a

diplomatic subterfuge and he cooperated fully

with Cambon and Viviani in using this ruse to

deceive his own countrymen as to the acts and

policies of Russia and France. 52

An amusing but utterly discreditable bit of

stage-play appears in the telegrams exchanged

between France and England over the with-
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drawal order. It will be remembered that all

of these communications took place after France

had decided, on the night of July 29th, to

support the Russian activities which were cer-

tain to bring on a European war, after Poincare

had told the friend of the Spanish Ambassador
that he believed a European war inevitable, and

after Grey was completely aware of both the

Russian intentions and the French support of

these Russian military measures. On July 30th

Viviani telegraphed to Paul Cambon that the

withdrawal order had been carried out, and

asked him to inform Grey to that effect.
53 On

the same day Viviani again telegraphed to Lon-
don to emphasize the necessity of informing the

King as to the withdrawal order.'
54 On the 31st

Poincare blithely telegraphed the King that :

55

"We have ourselves, since the beginning of the

crisis, recommended to our allies a moderation to

which they have adhered." The King gallantly

expressed his "appreciation" of these pacific

measures by replying: 56 "I admire the con-

straint that you and your Government are exer-

cising in abstaining from taking, on your fron-

tiers, the final military measures, and in adopt-

ing an attitude that can in no sense and in no way
be interpreted as a provocation."

In his conversation with Lord Bertie on July

30th and 31st (British Documents, Nos. 318,

373) and in his telegram to the King on July 31st
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Poincare included another ruse, namely, an effort

to get Grey and George V to declare specifically

that England would range herself on the side of

France and Russia. He argued for this action

on the ground that it would restrain Germany

from making war: "He [Poincare, writes

Bertie] is convinced that the preservation of

peace between the Powers is in the hands of Eng-

land, for if His Majesty's Government would

announce that, in the event of a conflict between

Germany and France, resulting from the present

differences between Austria and Serbia, England

would come to the aid of France, there would be

no war, for Germany would at once modify her

attitude." Poincare himself knew well enough

at the time that it was Russia and not Germany

which needed restraint if war was to be avoided.

If Grey and George V had openly assented to

this, the actual result would have been to make

St. Petersburg even more defiant and aggres-

sive. What Sazonov had been wishing for ever

since the 29th was absolute and explicit written

assurance that Russia could count on England.

It having already been determined by Russia and

France that Germany was going to be attacked,

such a declaration as Poincare attempted to ob-

tain from England could not have kept Germany

from going to war unless she had been unwilling

to fight for her existence. After this can one

accept the good faith of the French suggestions
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of diplomatic measures for peace any more than

he can the proposal of Sazonov on July 31st for

a conference at London?

In his apology in Foreign Affairs Poincare

attempts to establish his own innocence and that

of France on the basis of an assertion that the

German Ambassador in Paris reported to Berlin

on July 29th that Viviani still hoped for peace

and was taking every diplomatic step to bring

it about. What this statement proves is not

the pacific intent of Viviani and Poincare, but

their success in pulling the wool over the eyes

of Baron Schoen. 57

It is, perhaps, worth while to emphasize once

more that the French decision, on the night of the

29th, to support the Russians in making war, and

the withdrawal order of the 30th, were both de-

termined upon when the German pressure upon

Austria to negotiate and accept mediation was

at its height and when there was every prospect

and opportunity for a successful diplomatic

settlement of the whole crisis.

Another phase of Poincare's plan for mislead-

ing public opinion as to French military meas-

ures was his refusal to grant Joffre's initial re-

quest for mobilization on July 31st. Poincare

represents this as having been due to his deter-

mination to act on the defensive as long as pos-

sible.
58 In a telegram to Sazonov on August

1st Izvolski tells of his conference with the
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French authorities on the matter of the French

mobilization, and explains the real reason for the

French delay:
59 "It is very important for

France on account of political considerations

relative to Italy and most especially England,

that the French mobilization should not pre-

cede the German one, but form the answer to

the latter." The French did not, of course, wait

for the German general mobilization, but used

the German proclamation of a state of imminent

war as the justification for the French mobiliza-

tion order. In spite of their delay with the for-

mal mobilization order, the French had proceeded

with their military preparations in a thorough

fashion without resorting to formal mobilization.

For example, it was announced on August 1st,

when the French mobilization was finally ordered

'(at 3.30 p. m.), that the five French army corps

on the frontier were absolutely prepared for

war.
60

5. France Declares for War on July Slst

Poincare lays much stress upon the statement

that the purely formal move for a declaration

of war was taken first by Germany, in spite of

the fact that he says it was of no significance

whatever that France was the first to declare

war in 1870.
61 "The aggressor is the one who

renders inevitable the first shot, in other words

the nation who first declares war,"
62 This
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opinion, of course, diverges entirely from the

terms of the Franco-Russian military conven-
j

I

tion of 1893, which stated that the aggressor is
j

fi

the one who first mobilizes, namely, Russia in

1914. 63 As every one knows, who is at all in-
j

"

formed as to the details of the diplomatic crisis '

and military preparations in 1914, the German
declaration of war upon France was a pure

t

formality which the French expected long before

it came.64 The important matters are as to who
(

first ordered the general mobilization that made
j

war inevitable and as to which state was the ,

first to announce that it was through with
|

diplomacy and determined to resort to war. It
,

is incontestable that Russia was the first to order

general mobilization. 65 Poincare and Renouvin

have tried to shoulder Germany with the re-

sponsibility of having been the first to decide to
j

resort to war. 66 We have already indicated the

utter lack of any factual foundation for this

thesis. The Russians were the first to take steps

which they knew must lead to war, but the

French were the first to declare themselves

through with diplomacy and determined upon

war. This decision was arrived at in a minis-

terial conference held under the supervision of

Poincare at his official residence on the evening

of July 31st.
67 At 1 a. M. on the morning of

the 1st of August Izvolski telegraphed as

follows to Sazonov

:

68
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The French Minister of War disclosed to me with

hearty high spirits that the French Government have

firmly decided upon war, and begged me to confirm the

hope of the French General Staff that all our efforts

will be directed against Germany and that Austria will

be treated as a quantite negligeable.

The Russians, for all practical purposes,

carried out this wish of the French General

Staff, and turned most of their forces against

Germany; and this in spite of the fact that

Sazonov originally tried to justify his early

steps in mobilization on the basis of his alleged

fear of the Austrian mobilization against Rus-

sia, which did not take place until two days after

the Russian partial mobilization was initiated!

France was, thus, the first country in the

European crisis officially to announce her de-

termination upon war. This announcement

came sixteen hours before Germany declared war
on Russia and two and a half days before

Germany declared war on France. Many of the

revisionist school are inclined to lay the greatest

stress upon this French announcement of the

31st, but the writer is inclined to regard as

even more damaging Poincare's decision forty-

eight hours earlier to support the Russian war
measures at a time when Germany had not even

taken any preliminary steps towards mobiliza-

tion, and when the diplomatic negotiations,

formally approved by the representatives of the
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Entente, were in full and uninterrupted swing.

Even if the false charge of Poincare and

Renouvin were true, namely, that Germany de-

cided upon war just before midnight on the

30th, this would furnish no alibi for the French,

as they had decided to support the measures

which they knew must mean war more than

twenty-four hours earlier.

6. Autocratic Methods and Personal

Responsibility of Poincare

Poincare has contended that France could

not have avoided taking the action that she did

on July 31st unless she had been willing to "tear

up her defensive alliance" with Russia,
69 but he

knew well enough that this was not true, even

if the French Chamber of Deputies was in ig-

norance of the facts in the situation. We have

pointed out a number of times that the terms of

the Franco-Russian military convention of 1893 !

required French intervention only in case Russia

was mobilized against by a member of the

Triple Alliance before Russia had mobilized.

The Chamber of Deputies first discovered this

fact in 1918, but Poincare was fearful lest they

might discover it before hostilities commenced

in 1914.
70 Hence, he persistently refused to

declare war on Germany, because, as he ex-

plained to Izvolski, to do so would mean that
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he would have to summon the Chamber of

Deputies. This would invite a debate upon the

question of whether the Treaty of 1893 really

required French intervention under the circum-

stances which existed in 1914. 71 He waited

for Germany to declare war, and then exploited

the psychology of fear generated by false propa-

ganda to secure the approval of war by the

Chamber.

In spite of his explicit knowledge to the con-

trary at the time, Sir Edward Grey gave ex-

pression to the same falsehood in his speech

of August 3, 1914, requesting the House of

Commons to approve his promise to aid

France

:

72

I can say this with the most absolute confidence

—

no Government and no country has less desire to be

involved in a war over a dispute with Austria and Ser-

bia than the Government and country of France.

They are involved in it because of their obligation of

honour under a definite alliance with Russia.

Sir Edward Grey was here guilty of a double er-

ror, for not only was France not required in 1914

to fulfil the agreement of 1893 with Russia, but

the real reason why she was bound to aid Russia

was Poincare's promise in 1912 that if Russia

would pick a suitable diplomatic crisis in the

Balkans, presumably a struggle between Austria

and Serbia, France would come to her aid. It
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was Poincare's assurance to Russia, at the time

of his visit to St. Petersburg, that the assassina-

tion of the Archduke had created a satisfactory

incident for French intervention, together with

his subsequent promises to Russia after July

23rd, which furnished the grounds for his insist-

ence upon throwing France into the War in sup-

port of the Russian general mobilization. These

circumstances relative to Poincare's refusal to

submit the question of the declaration of war to

the Chamber of Deputies before the German

declaration, and his concealment of the fact that

the terms of the Alliance of 1893 did not apply

to the situation in 1914, offer an illuminating

commentary upon his more recent statement in

Foreign Affairs for October, 1925, to the effect

that:
73

The republican institutions of France are indeed

conceived in such a manner that no one man can substi-

tute his will for that of the people. No President of

the Republic can act without the counter-signature of

a minister and every minister is responsible to the

Chamber for his actions. It would be a simple matter

to show, year by year and point by point, that, before

the war as since, the foreign policy of France has been

carried on in the open and in complete accord with

Parliament.

We shall only casually mention in passing the

additional interesting reflection occasioned by
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Poincare's above cited remarks, namely, the

method he followed of lubricating the political

machinery of republican France by the gold im-

ported for the purpose from autocratic Russia.

7. Deluding the French Public

One other matter remains to be discussed in

this connection, namely, the methods employed

by Poincare to mislead the French people about

the facts of the crisis of 1914, and to bring them
to accept the fiction that France had done every-

thing in her power to avert war, that she was
obligated to go to the aid of Russia, that she had

been wantonly attacked by Germany, and that

she was fighting a strictly defensive war. We
have already indicated how the French were

being brought around to the view of the im-

minence and inevitability of a war over the

Balkans through the bribery of the French press

with that end in view. We have also called at-

tention to the distortion of the conversations

between the German Ambassador in Paris and
the French acting Foreign Minister, prior to

the return of Poincare and Viviani from Rus-
sia, by Poincare's confidant and henchman,

Berthelot, as well as to the mode of concealing

the facts and deceiving the French people in 1914

about the obligations of France under the Rus-

sian treaty of 1893. A definite manipulation of

the French press began early in the crisis. In-
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formation as to the diplomatic activities and paci-

fic efforts of Germany was carefully concealed

from the people, as was likewise the date and im-

plications of the precipitate and unjustifiable

mobilization measures of Russia.

On the other hand, utterly false reports were

circulated as to the date and priority of the Ger-

man and Austrian mobilization and other military

activities, while the avowed pacific intentions of

France were emphasized by such impostures as

the ten kilometer withdrawal order, the delay of

the formal mobilization order, and the insistence

of Poincare that he await the German declara-

tion of war to avoid the necessity of a debate on

the French obligations under the terms of the

Russian Alliance. The friends of peace in

France in 1914 were obstructed by the govern-

ment at every turn, and long before France was

in any danger of attack. As early as July 29th

Izvolski telegraphed to Sazonov that he had been

assured by the French government that they

would take sharp and decisive measures to break

up any pacifist meetings, and later in the same

day telegraphed Sazonov that Viviani had forbid-

den the holding of such meetings. Finally, the

one outstanding French leader who might have

organized a large body of Frenchmen for peace,

Jean Jaures, was assassinated by a member of the

military party at the instigation of Izvolski and

the Russian secret police before he could take
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any active steps to obstruct the war policy of

Poincare. Just before his assassination he re-

marked: "That scoundrel Izvolski has now got

his war!" The despicable assassin was acquitted

as a public benefactor of France. 74

IV. POINCARE AND VIVIANI IN RETREAT

1. The Modesty of Poincare

In his article in Foreign Affairs, among the

various ways in which Poincare attempts to

wriggle out from under the conviction of guilt

which has been fastened irrevocably upon him
is to ask the question as to whether it could have

been possible for one man to perpetrate a de-

ception of such proportions upon the whole

world.75 His countryman, Mathias Morhardt,

answers the query in a positive fashion, and con-

tends that Poincare has achieved more to change

the face of the world and the course of history

than any other individual in human history, not

even excepting the first Napoleon: 76

If we examine his role, not, indeed, from the point of

view of morality and reason, but from the standpoint

of historic events, he takes the first place among the

men who have exercised a decisive influence upon the

world. Take, for example, Napoleon I ; the great

Corsican adventurer did not succeed, after fifteen years

of the most absolute power in accomplishing results at

all comparable to those which M. Raymond Poincare
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can glory in having achieved. No one before him ever

upset the world with more cold-blooded enthusiasm.

Morhardt raises the further question as to

why Poincare not only refuses to take credit

for such a magnificent achievement, but even

insists upon his being held entirely innocent in

1914. The answer is, of course, that Poincare

expected a very short war in 1914, having ex-

pressed himself as believing that either France

and Russia or France and England could defeat

Germany and Austria. With France, England

and Russia all in against Germany and Austria,

he believed that the Central Powers would be

quickly crushed. Few realize how sound a priori

were his convictions in this respect, though they

seem reasonable enough as soon as one consults

the statistics of armaments in 1914. If the

Belgian defenses had not yielded to the German
bombardment far sooner than the French and

English had expected, and if von Hindenburg

had not won one of the greatest and most strik-

ing victories in the history of warfare through his

defeat of the Russians in the Battle of Tannen-

berg in August, 1914, it is probable that the

Central Powers would have been compelled to

sue for peace in the winter of 1914-15. The

length of the war upset all Poincare's calcula-

tions, and even the recovery of his Lorraine and

the temporary humiliation of Germany could not

provide him with enough courage to face the
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relatives of the millions of dead and maimed
Frenchmen and admit his primary responsibility

for their decease and all the attendant suffering.

It should also be pointed out here that, dur-

ing his term of office as Premier since the War,
the conduct of Poincare was strictly conformable

to that from 1912 to 1918. By insisting upon
continuing the policy of utterly crushing Ger-

many, according to the French war aims of

1914, he alienated 'England and much of the

rest of the world. By financing the aggressive

occupation policy in Germany as well as the

great armies of the new French allies against

Germany, he doubled the French debt and put

French finances in a state from which it will be

difficult to escape short of the most crushing

taxation for generations, if, indeed, bankruptcy

and repudiation can be avoided. Since 1918 as

before, Poincare proved himself far more an

enemy of Germany than a friend of France. 77

2. Poincare in the Quicksand

As we suggested above with respect to the

case of Sazonov, if the Entente statesmen and
diplomats were actually in favor of peace in

1914 and were doing all in their power to bring

it about, it should not be necessary for them to

falsify and evade on the main issues when de-

fending their acts and policies. We shall not
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devote space here to a discussion of the striking i

falsifications and alterations of the original i

French Yellow Book, as this question can be I

dealt with more adequately after the French i

documents are published in full. It may be re- '

marked in passing, however, that even at the pres- I

ent time most significant attempts at falsification <

have been detected, and have been made the sub- I

ject of a highly important chapter in M. Mor-
j

i

hardt's book on war guilt, and of an entire book

by M. Demartial.78 We shall here limit our-

selves to a few observations on the attempts of
J

Poincare and Viviani to defend their conduct of
j

office in 1914.
!

Poincare has been assailed for his guilt in

precipitating the War in 1914 by a number of

French scholars and publicists from 1919 on- I

ward. This led him to publish an attempted I

defense, The Origins of the War, in 1922. *

This contains so many errors of fact and in- i

terpretation that a French scholar, Lazare, has i

been compelled to write an even longer book in i

order carefully but scathingly to refute it point i

by point.
79 During the summer of 1925 Poin-

care was induced by the editor of the important 1

American periodical, Foreign Affairs, to pre- I

pare another defense, directed particularly 1

against such American students of war guilt as 1

Professor Fay, Judge Bailsman and the present I

writer.
80

It has been our privilege to refute
\

this statement by Poincare at length and in a 1
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number of periodicals, and we shall not repeat

that performance in this place.
81 It will suffice

to enumerate a few of Poincare's errors of fact

in positive statement, ignoring here his errors of

omission and interpretation. It is significant at

the outset to note that even Poincare no longer

dares to repeat the fiction of the Potsdam Con-

ference. He makes the following startling and

revolutionary admission:
82

I do not claim that Austria or Germany, in this first

phase, had a conscious thought-out intention of pro-

voking a general war. No existing document gives us

the right to suppose that, at that time, they had

planned anything so systematic.

Poincare does not pause to point out that this

admission completely destroys the cornerstone of

the Entente epic as it was unfolded during the

war period. The Entente peoples and many

neutrals were primarily inflamed by the oft-

repeated assertion that the Central Powers had

from the beginning deliberately willed a brutal

and unprovoked war.

Poincare attempts to establish his innocence

by citing the unscholarly and intemperate book

by the completely discredited German renegade,

Richard Grelling, unmindful of the fact that

there are a score of infinitely better French

books by much more reputable authors which

proclaim his own guilt. Poincare proceeds un-

blushingly to assert that the Russian documents
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are for the most part forgeries; that the French
entertained no thought of a conflict for the re-

covery of Alsace-Lorraine; that he was the

merest ornamental figurehead on his Russian
trip ; that Germany encouraged Austria in her

determination to declare war on Serbia, and did

not seriously advise restraint or moderation ; that

"by their common action on July 27 Germany
and Austria did everything to make a European
war possible"; that Germany decided to aban-

don diplomatic efforts on July 30th and to adopt

the policy of resorting to war; that the Russian

mobilization did not constitute an act of aggres-

sion or justify the German counter-measures;

that the ten kilometer imposture was really a

serious effort of the French to mollify the

Germans and was a risky military venture op-

posed by the French General Staff ; that France

could not have failed to join Russia in the

hostilities of 1914 without tearing up her sacred

defensive treaty obligations; and that he could

not have been responsible personally for the acts

of France in 1914, as he could only act through

his ministry, and his ministry could not act except

with the consent of the Chamber of Deputies.

These assertions require no comment!
Within the last year Poincare has begun the

publication of his voluminous memoirs designed

to clear himself of the charges levelled against

him. His case is worse, however, than before the
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appearance of the three volumes which have been

published. Until now it had been believed by

some that he actually had something vital and

relevant to present in his defense. His memoirs

constitute an amazing but ineffective exhibit of

Jesuitry, and have been riddled by Fay, Fabre-

Luce, Margueritte, Dupin and Charpentier.

The best characterization is contained in Fabre-

Luce's brilliant reply in Europe for April 15,

1926: "In this last bit of pleading, as in his

earlier efforts to clear himself, Poincare has con-

tented himself with the effort to conceal highly

significant omissions under a luxuriant mass of

explanations dealing with wholly secondary is-

sues.
1

' His Au Service de la France is convinc-

ing only to writers like Bernadotte Schmitt, pos-

sessed of an implacable "will to believe" all which

supports the war-time myths.

3. The Futile Rhetoric of Viviani

Viviani's misrepresentations during the 1914

crisis are well known from such acts as his repre-

hensible effort to represent the German mobili-

zation as preceding the Russian; as well as

from his circular note of August 1st in which

he contended that Russia had agreed to stop her

mobilization measures, but had been forced to

resume them by the German ultimatum.83 In

1922 he brought out a lengthy defense, di-

rected in part against the Memoirs of the Kaiser.
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This book is entitled As We See It, and is a

much more absurd performance than Poin-

care's Origins of the War.

The myth of the unique, malicious and un-

paralleled German militarism is once more

spread before us with the greatest thoroughness,

together with the fiction of defenseless and

innocent France. He holds at the outset that

Germany's guilt is established and sealed for all

time because of Germany's acceptance of the

charge in the Paris Peace Treaty, and because

the Reichstag voted to accept the Treaty.84

The legend of the Potsdam Conference is

solemnly repeated, with the attendance slightly

reduced. The Kaiser is represented as having

determined upon a European war on the 5th of

July, and his departure for a vacation cruise is

designated a "deceiving alibi."
85 Germany is

represented as having known the terms of the

Austrian ultimatum before July 10th (before

it was even formulated by the Austrians) and

von Jagow is said to have lauded it at this early

date.
80 He contends that the Austrian Red

Book contains absolute proof that the Germans

spurred the Austrians on in their determination

to declare war on Serbia. 87 He presents the

abridged and falsified Wiesner Report as the

full report made by Wiesner to the Austrian

government.88 His account of the visit to St.
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Petersburg in 1914 would awaken suspicion,

even if one possessed no knowledge of what

actually happened there. Here we have it:
89

M. Poincare and I left our country on the morning

of July 16, 1914. Rocked lightly between the blue

skies and the blue waters, in that isolation which, for a

man in public office, is the reward of action, the Presi-

dent of the French Republic and I sat chatting with

each other. We were journeying with heads held high

and clean of heart, toward peace, toward the strength-

ening of our alliance with Russia, toward the establish-

ment of friendly relations with other lands, toward that

fusion of general sympathies wherein the privileged

friendship caused by the existence of an alliance does

not preclude additional knitting together of thoughts

and interests. . . .

What can I say of our conversations? The head of

the French Republic spoke alone for almost an hour

with the Tsar, as was proper. I too conversed with the

Tsar ; also, naturally, with the Premier, and, above all,

with M. SazonofF. We were in agreement, as other

Ministers had been before me, in 1912, and at all times,

regarding the necessity for maintaining the alliance in

dignity and peace.

Shall I speak of celebrations, reviews, parades, of the

reception by the Empress, so magnificent in her beauty,

with her blue eyes as piercing as sapphires? How long

ago it all is ! The soil of Russia, a shroud that is al-

ways frozen, hides the horrors of hecatombs, to escape

from which neither rank, age nor sex availed.
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This is all he has to tell us of the diplomatic

significance and agreements on this momentous

journey.

The Kaiser's pledge-plan, openly and warmly

approved by Grey and George V, is condemned

as a brutal and wanton scheme

:

90

Is this not outrageous? What more could insatiable

Austria want beyond almost total occupation of an in-

nocent country which, by its moderation, was making

itself deserving of glory in the annals of history, since

it was acting in the interest of peace?

The Austrian Ambassador is denounced for

leaving Belgrade after the Serbian reply to the

ultimatum, ignoring the fact that before a mes-

senger had been dispatched from Belgrade with

this reply the Serbian government had ordered

the mobilization of the Serbian army and the

removal of the Serbian government from Bel-

grade to Nish.91 He once more repeats the de-

monstrable falsehood of 1914, to the effect that

Austria and Germany mobilized before Russia,

and, most discreditable of all and in spite of

the fact that he had read Dobrorolski's memoran-

dum, he devotes page after page to the prepos-

terous allegation that the Russian general mobi-

lization was caused by the publication of the false

report of the German mobilization in the Berlin

Lokalanzeiger on July 30th.
92

Viviani attempts to make Bethmann-Hollweg
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more of a war criminal than the Kaiser, and

holds that his efforts to restrain Austria were not

in any sense made in good faith because he can-

celled a moderating telegram just before mid-

night on July 30th. 93 Viviani neglects to tell us

that this cancellation was due to the fact that

information was leaking into Germany concern-

ing the Russian mobilization upon which France

had set its stamp of approval twenty-four hours

earlier. The 1914 fiction that France and Eng-
land worked for diplomatic adjustment from the

first, and that Russia followed their suggestions

meekly, is valiantly reaffirmed.94 The ten kilo-

meter withdrawal is played up as a genuine ef-

fort to demonstrate pacific French intentions,

and is represented as a move which was dan-

gerous to French defensive strategy and opposed

by the military authorities, forgetful of the fact

that he and Messimy had both denied that such

was the case in their speeches to the French

Chamber in 1919.95 Finally, he insists that

France was obligated in 1914 to come to the aid

of Russia by the explicit terms of the Franco-

Russian Alliance.96

It has been frequently stated that no leading

French statesman has ever admitted the respon-

sibility of the French leaders in 1914 for egging

on Russia and making a European war inevi-

table. This is not so. In a long memoir, com-

piled during his trial and published in Les Docu-
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merits Politiques, Diplomatiques et Financiers

for March 1926 (translated in the American

Monthly for January, 1927) , Joseph Caillaux in-

dicts Poincare at great length, and shows how, if

the French had adopted in 1914 a policy compa-

rable to that taken by Caillaux in the last Mo-
rocco crisis, there would have been no World

War following the Sarajevo murder. Subse-

quent documentary revelations have fully con-

firmed Caillaux's general contention (Cf. G. De-

martial, in Evolution, June 15, 1926, pp. 14-21)

.

4. Difficulties in Historical Apologetic

Perhaps even more significant than these ef-

forts of Poincare and Viviani to squirm out of

their responsibility are the misrepresentations of

which even distinguished French scholars have

been guilty in their effort to clear France. Two
eminent French students of diplomatic history,

Bourgeois and Pages, in the standard conven-

tional French work on war origins,
97 even stoop

to accepting in its entirety the myth of the Pots-

dam Conference, though it had been demon-

strated to be a pure fiction long before they

wrote their book. Their work is so full of ob-

vious misrepresentations that the German ex-

Crown Prince has actually been able to riddle it.
98

Equally illuminating is the case of Pierre Re-

nouvin, the best informed Frenchman who has

written on the question of war guilt and a man
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free from the war psychology. Renouvin has

found it necessary to avoid specifically stating

that the Russian general mobilization meant war,

though he knows such to be the case." He main-

tains the indefensible thesis that Germany hoped

to localize the Austro-Serbian conflict to the

very end. He tries to prove, in obvious defiance

of the facts, that the German government aban-

doned its diplomatic efforts on July 30th and

determined to resort to war. 100 He very inade-

quately emphasizes the French diplomatic sub-

terfuges involved in the ten kilometer withdrawal

order, the delay in issuing the mobilization order,

and the awaiting of the German declaration of

war. 101 Finally, he presents a very conven-

tional interpretation of the alleged pacific policy

of Sir Edward Grey, at obvious variance with the

facts assembled by Lutz, Loreburn, Morel and

Ewart. 102 Montgelas, Dupin and Margueritte

have criticized Renouvin in detail.

V. UNIQUE GUIET OF FRANCE AND RUSSIA

We may thus say that the main, in fact the

only, direct and immediate responsibility for the

general European War falls upon Russia and

France. It is difficult to say which should be

put in the first place. Unquestionably there

had been the closest collaboration between Izvol-

ski and Poincare from 1912 to August, 1914, and
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the program of both was inseparably connected

with the encouragement of a European war. Iz-

volski proudly boasted in August, 1914, that the

war which had just broken out was Ids war, but

we may safely say that without the ardent and

persistent cooperation of Poincare he would

never have been able to lead his government into

actual warfare. We may thus hold that France

and Russia share about equally the responsibility

for the great calamity and it is unquestionably

true that no other European power, except Ser-

bia, desired a general European conflict in the

summer of 1914.

The writer, in coming to this conclusion of the

sole and direct responsibility of Russia and

France for the European War in 1914, does so in

full knowledge of the fact that many authorities

contend that there was no plan about the events

of 1914, and that all "stumbled" into the war.
103

He has also read all of the literature counselling

caution in regard to an indictment of Poincare

as overtly guilty. It is the opinion of the writer

that the thesis of "stumbling" is as far from the

truth as the older Entente mythology of wilful

and malicious German determination upon war

from July 5, 1914. Even cautious scholars like

Professor Fay are now admitting that the more

Poincare writes the more obvious his guilt be-

comes. 104 Likewise, with regard to the theory

that, whatever the truth, one ought to defend the
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thesis of divided responsibility because this would

make it so much easier to woo people away from

the old myth of full German responsibility, the

i writer is fully aware of the fact that it would be

far more easy to convince people of the truth of

divided responsibility than it is to prove to them

j
the primary responsibility of France and Russia.

But the writer is not running for Congress on

the issue of war guilt; he is only interested in

expounding what appears to him to be the truth

before an honest and intelligent group of read-

ers. It seems to him better to make slow prog-

ress in advancing the cause of truth than to be

quickly successful in disseminating a benign

illusion.*

VI. CONCLUSIONS

(1) Alsace-Lorraine was the one important

root of the War as far as the policy of France was
involved. Up to 1912 the chief apostles of re-

venge had been monarchists or conservatives:

enemies of the Third Republic. The accession

of Poincare to the premiership in 1912 for the

• first time committed the Republic to the policy

|

of revenge and the program of recapturing the

; "Lost Provinces." Poincare openly confessed

. that the hope of restoring them had long been his

I

only real reason for existence.

e
* The new British documents fully substantiate my indictment

of Poincare.
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(2) To advance this ambition he transformed *

the Franco-Russian Alliance into an aggressive 1

union, and by August, 191 4, had been able to 1

make England congenial to its general program ]

of closing in on Germany at the opportune mo-

ment.

(3) During the autumn of 1912 Poincare 1

agreed to aid Russia in any war precipitated s

over the Balkans, provided this would involve

Germany and lead to a world war that would re- '

suit in Russia's securing the Straits and France's '

recovering Alsace-Lorraine. The French war £

aims, many of which were approved by Russia as '

early as October, 1914, involved not only the res- 1

toration of Alsace-Lorraine, but also the annexa- :l

tion of the Saar region and the creation of an 11

independent Rhenish state under French pro- 1

tection. The French were highly confident of s

success in a European war, as they felt that either '

France and England or France and Russia would '

be able to cope successfully with Germany and J

Austria. With England, France and Russia 11

joined against the Central Powers, an easy and

rapid victory was expected. With Italy also '

in, Germany and Austria would have no chance I

at all. The chief thing which upset the plan 11

was Hindenburg's colossal defeat of the Rus- 1

sians.

(4) The French people were pacifically in- »

clined in 1912, but from 1912 to 1914 had been *

gradually prepared for the idea of a war over J
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the Balkans through the propaganda carried on

in the French papers, which was financed by

Russian gold secured by Izvolski and disbursed

with the advice of Poincare and his henchmen.

(5) Even as late as 1914 the French people

were sufficiently opposed to war so that it was

necessary to resort to every form of deceit, cen-

sorship, force and diplomatic chicanery in order

to dupe the French populace into accepting the

fiction of a defensive war. The obligations of

France under the Russian Alliance were not

even allowed to come up for debate in the Cham-

ber of Deputies. Hence, the responsibility of

France means the responsibility of Poincare and

a half-dozen trusted lieutenants. There was

more autocracy in controlling French foreign

policy in the crisis of 1914 than prevailed in the

same period in either Russia, Germany or Aus-

tria. This completely refutes Poincare's con-

tinual reference to French democracy as a safe-

guard against war and a guaranty of French

innocence in 1914.

[
(6) Poincare first gave a belligerent turn to

,

the crisis of July, 1914, through his visit to St.

, Petersburg. He encouraged the military group

,
at the Russian court, gave them to understand

that France would fulfil all the obligations of the

Franco-Russian Alliance, and blocked Grey's

first plan for peace before he left St. Petersburg,

i

Viviani warned the French Foreign Office on

r
July 24th to be prepared for decisive action in
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regard to the Austro-Serbian dispute. On July i

25th, just before the crucial Russian decision i

upon war in the council meeting of that day, 1

Paleologue informed the Russians that "France s

jdaces herself unreservedly on Russia's side." \

Paul Cambon made a secret trip from London (

during Poincare's absence to stiffen up the ac- 1

tion of Bienvenu-Martin and Berthelot in the \

Foreign Office pending the return of Poincare t

and Viviani. As early as the 27th Sazonov had I

informed the French that he would not tolerate i

any French restraint on his policies, and the t

French acting Minister of Foreign Affairs as- s

sured him that none would be attempted. By i

the time Poincare had returned to Paris Sazonov c

had determined upon the mobilization policy I

which inevitably meant a European war.

(7) On July 29th, after the first Russian gen- t

eral mobilization order had been issued and be- f

fore the Tsar cancelled it, Sazonov informed the 1

French of his military plans and inquired if he t

could count on full French aid. He also re- i

quested that France attempt at once to force
[

Grey's hand and get England committed to the s

aggressive plans.

(8) Poincare, Viviani and Messimy took up ]

this matter in conference on the night of July t

29th, and decided to support the Russian policy, f

though they were perfectly conscious of the fact c

that this would mean a general European war a
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and the end of all diplomatic efforts to settle the

crisis. Viviani telegraphed the promise of full

French aid, and counselled the Russians to be as

secretive as they could in their preparations, so

as to gain the utmost possible advantage of time

over the Germans. Izvolski telegraphed that

Messimy had informed him that the French

would be glad to have the Russians speed up
their military preparations, but that they should

be cautious about them and also issue a public

declaration that they were willing to slow down
these preparations in the interest of peace. He
also informed Sazonov that Paul Cambon would

immediately approach Sir Edward Grey and

obtain his reaffirmation of the agreement of

November 22, 1912.

(9) In spite of the above facts, Poincare in-

formed George V on July 31st that France had

from the beginning counselled moderation upon
Russia, and that Russia had uniformly accepted

this advice. Poincare tried to trick George V
into promising English aid to France under the

guise of restraining Germany. France also

supported Sazonov's fake proposal of the 31st to

submit the crisis to a European conference.

But on the night of the 31st France decided

upon war "with hearty high spirits," and so in-

formed Izvolski. France was, thus, the first

country officially to announce her decision to

abandon diplomatic efforts and resort to war.
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(10) Having decided upon war the French

government executed a number of diplomatic

manoeuvres to lead the French, Italian and Brit-

ish peoples to believe that they were preparing

for a strictly defensive war. Among these were

the ten kilometer withdrawal imposture of July

30th, the delay in ordering mobilization, and the

determination to await the German declaration

of war in order to impress the English and to

avoid a debate on the obligations to Russia under

the alliance. In spite of the delay in the mo-

bilization order, French military preparations

advanced steadily from the 24th onward.

(11) While it was the Russian mobilization

which actually precipitated the World War,

France was as responsible as Russia, because

Poincare gave the initial encouragement to Rus-

sian aggression on his St. Petersburg visit, and

confirmed this attitude by his decision on the

night of July 29th to support the Russian mobi-

lization plans. France was not bound by treaty

obligation to aid Russia in 1914, as Russian

priority in mobilization released France from the

terms of the military convention of 1914. Poin-

care carefully concealed this fact from the French

Chamber of Deputies in 1914, and refused to al-

low the matter to be submitted to debate.

(12) The French Yellow Book of 1914 was

more atrociously falsified than any other state pa-

pers of the period. Neither Poincare nor Vi-
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viani has been able to defend himself except by

resorting to the most obvious and flagrant falsi-

fications of facts or evasions of vital issues.
1 "'"

In the light of the facts about war origins

which we have brought together in this and pre-

ceding chapters, the following message of Poin-

care to the French Parliament on August 4,

1914, presents an almost unique combination of

heroic tragedy and light humor:

France has just been the object of a violent and pre-

meditated attack, which is an insolent defiance of the

law of nations. Before any declaration of war had

been sent to us, even before the German Ambassador

had asked for his passports, our territory has been

violated. The German Empire has waited till yester-

day evening to give at this late stage the true name to a

state of things which it had already created.

For more than forty years the French, in sincere love

of peace, have buried at the bottom of their heart the

desire for legitimate reparation.

They have given to the world the example of a great

nation which, definitely raised from defeat by the exer-

cise of will, patience and labour, has only used its re-

newed and rejuvenated strength in the interest of

progress and for the good of humanity.

Since the ultimatum of Austria opened a crisis which

threatened the whole of Europe, France has persisted in

following and recommending on all sides a policy of

prudence, wisdom and moderation.

To her there can be imputed no act, no movement,
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no word, which has not been peaceful and concilia-

tory.

At the hour when the struggle is beginning, she has

the right, in justice to herself, of solemnly declaring

that she has made, up to the last moment, supreme ef-

forts to avert the war now about to break out, the

crushing responsibility for which the German Empire

will have to bear before history. ( Unanimous and re-

peated applause.)

On the very morrow of the day when we and our allies

were publicly expressing our hope of seeing negotia-

tions which had been begun under the auspices of the

London Cabinet carried to a peaceful conclusion, Ger-

many suddenly declared war upon Russia, she has in-

vaded the territory of Luxemburg, she has outrageously

insulted the noble Belgian nation {loud and unanimous

applause), our neighbour and our friend, and at-

tempted treacherously to fall upon us while we were in

the midst of diplomatic conversation. (Fresh and re-

peated unanimous applause.)

But France was watching. As alert as she was

peaceful, she was prepared; and our enemies will meet

on their path our valiant covering troops, who are at

their post and will provide the screen behind which the

mobilisation of our national forces will be methodically

completed.

Our fine and courageous army, which France to-day

accompanies with her maternal thought (loud ap-

plause), has risen eager to defend the honour of the

flag and the soil of the country. ( Unanimous and re-

peated applause.)
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The President of the Republic, interpreting the

unanimous feeling of the country, expresses to our

troops, by land and sea, the admiration and confidence

of every Frenchman (loud and prolonged applause).

Closely united in a common feeling, the nation will

persevere with the cool self-restraint of which, since the

beginning of the crisis, she has given daily proof.

Now, as always, she will know how to harmonise the

most noble daring and most ardent enthusiasm with

that self-control which is the sign of enduring energy

and is the best guarantee of victory (applause).

In the war which is beginning France will have Right

on her side, the eternal power of which cannot with im-

punity be disregarded by nations any more than by

individuals (loud and unanimous applause).

She will be heroically defended by all her sons ; noth-

ing will break their sacred union before the enemy ; to-

day they are joined together as brothers in a common

indignation against the aggressor, and in a common

patriotic faith (loud and prolonged applause and cries

of "Vive la France").

She is faithfully helped by Russia, her ally (loud and

unanimous applause) ; she is supported by the loyal

friendship of Great Britain (loud and unanimous ap-

plause).

And already from every part of the civilised world

sympathy and good wishes are coming to her. For

to-day once again she stands before the universe for

Liberty, Justice and Reason (loud and repeated ap-

plause). "Haut les coeurs et vive la France!" (unani-

mous and prolonged applause).
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It may be pointed out that the first five of the above were obvi-
ously designed to gain time for Serbia, Russia and France in
their military preparations. Grey admitted that mediation and
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direct conversations between Vienna and St. Petersburg were

better methods of handling the problem than a conference of

powers, and Germany was exerting herself to the fullest degree

in this direction on the 29th, 30th and 31st of July when France

approved the Russian military measures which were sure to

produce war, and indulged in the diplomatic ruses designed to

deceive Europe as to her real intentions. All diplomatic gestures

of France after the morning of July 30th were obviously irrele-

vant and purely deceptive. The French promise to respect

Belgian neutrality on August 1st is no proof of French pacific

intent. The French and British were in the closest collusion by

August 1st as to measures which must be taken to avoid alienat-

ing the British public, and neither would have countenanced for

a moment so fatal a step as the French invasion of Belgium.

Further, by this time it was evident that the circumstances sur-

rounding the bringing of England into the War in 1914 were to

be such that it would be impossible to execute the Franco-British

plans of 1911, 1912, 1913 to march into Germany through Belgium.

The French plan was altered to provide for an advance through

Alsace.



CHAPTER VIII

SIR EDWARD GREY AND THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF ENGLAND

I. ENGLAND AND FRANCE TO 1914

There can be no intelligent understanding of the

reasons for the British entry into the World War
unless we have a definite knowledge of the nature

and development of Anglo-French relations as

they existed on June 28, 1914. While England

was involved in Entente relations with Russia,

the Russian alliance was never popular in Eng-

land, and until six months after the World War
had been declared England steadfastly refused

to accede to the chief aim of Russian foreign

policy, the seizure of the Straits and Constanti-

nople. As we shall see later, Sir Edward Grey

had to resort to shady measures sufficiently to in-

fluence British opinion to make a war with

Russia as an ally at all palatable. 1 Grey per-

sistently refused to make the Austro-Serbian

dispute a direct issue with England, and in the

midst of the last stage of the crisis of 1914 even

the chauvinistic Bottomly journal, John Bull,

published a leading article under the heading

"To Hell With Servia . . . once more, to Hell
453
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with Servial"
2 Nor did England enter the war

primarily because of the invasion of Belgium.

Grey had committed himself in writing to enter

the war on August 2, 1914, before Germany had

made any move to invade Belgium; even before

she had sent Belgium an ultimatum. Grey re-

fused the German proposal to respect Belgian

territory on condition that England remain neu-

tral. Neither was Grey bound to come to the

aid of France by his note of August 2nd, for, be-

tween that time and the declaration of war by

England, Germany had offered to make con-

cessions which entirely removed the conditions

for joining France which were stipulated in

Grey's letter to Paul Cambon on August 2nd.

It cannot be held that Grey wanted war for

war's sake or even to humiliate and weaken Ger-

many, much as he desired the latter. The real

reason why Grey threw England into the war

was because he had brought England into such a

condition of written and verbal promises to

France that he felt obliged to drag his country

into any war in which France was engaged

against Germany. In his memoirs Grey repre-

sents himself as regarding the obligation to aid

France as resting more upon the conviction of the

interests of England than upon the debt of honor

to France which was emphasized at the time of

the outbreak of the War. Doubtless both fac-

tors played a large part in his decision. This
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obligation was alleged to be so acute and specific

that he has openly confessed that he would have

resigned if he had not been able to bring Eng-

land into the conflict/' Being from the outset

informed as to Franco-Russian intentions and

preparations, and yet unwilling to curb his allies

after he knew of their belligerent plans, he was

drawn into the conflict without having wished

war in the abstract at the beginning of the crisis.

In other words, England entered the war be-

cause Grey was determined to stand by an ally

who was herself determined upon war. As the

former Lord Chancellor of England, Earl Lore-

burn, well expressed it: "We went to war

unprepared in a Russian quarrel because we were

tied to France in the dark." 4 In the Anglo-

French understandings, then, is to be found the

key to British responsibility for the World War.

The master architects were Theophile Delcasse

and Paul Cambon. We have in this chapter

the interesting story of how a country which

was theoretically against war came to be the one

whose assured participation alone made the

World War almost inevitable.

Except for cooperation in the abortive Cri-

mean War, France had been the most persistent

and important rival of England for five hundred

years. Prior to the Fashoda Incident of 1898

there was bitter feeling between England and

France. France had been vigorously opposed
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to British policy in South Africa. Even during

the Boer War France, in spite of Delcasse and

Fashoda, was much more hostile to England than

was Germany, welcoming President Kruger

with ostentatious cordiality.
5 The beginning of

definite Anglo-French engagements came with

the treaty negotiated by the Conservative gov-

ernment in 1904, dealing with Franco-British

procedure in Egypt, Newfoundland and else-

where, and giving France a free hand in Mo-

rocco. 6 The next year the Conservative govern-

ment, still in power, laid the basis for direct naval

conversations with France and for indirect mili-

tary conversations. 7 It also is held to have

promised France aid in the event of war with

Germany during the first Morocco crisis.

Sir Edward Grey continued the same policy

with enthusiasm after he entered the Cabinet of

Campbell-Bannerman in December, 1905. The

significance of Grey's entry into the Foreign

Office with respect to the attitude of England

towards Germany and France is well stated by

Lord Loreburn in the following passage

:

8

On the formation of the Liberal Government on 12th

December, 1905, three Ministers, Mr. Asquith, Mr. Hal-

dane, and Sir Edward Grey, laid the foundation for a

different policy, namely, a policy of British intervention

if Germany should make an unprovoked attack on

France. They did this within a month, probably within
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a few days of taking office, by means of communications

with the French Ambassador and of military and naval

conversations between the General Staffs of the two

countries, who worked out plans for joint action in war

if Great Britain should intervene. They did it behind

the back of nearly all their Cabinet colleagues, and,

what really matters, without Parliament being in any

way made aware that a policy of active intervention be-

tween France and Germany was being contemplated.

Grey admits that in his childhood his pro-

French father and grandfather attempted, we

may guess with great success, to develop in him

a sentimental love for France and hatred for

Germany through instilling into his mind the

conventional French view of the Franco-Prussian

War.9 We shall not press the potential Freu-

dian interpretation of the 1914 crisis in the

British Foreign Office. The British promise of

aid to the French in the first Morocco crisis was

kept secret, Grey's statements after he came

into office having been kept from the knowledge

of the majority of the Cabinet. But in the sec-

ond Morocco crisis the British defiance of Ger-

many was openly uttered by Lloyd George in

his Mansion House speech of July 21, 19 ll.
10

There is doubtless much truth in the conten-

tion of certain authorities that Grey's original

purpose was more to establish a balance of power

in Europe than to organize an alliance against
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Germany or even to be a party to such an alli-

ance. It was to no small degree the rather un-

wise policy of Germany, particularly in Morocco,

which led Grey further along the path of an alli-

ance with France and Russia than he would orig-

inally have chosen to go. While the German
cause was legally just in both the Morocco crises,

Germany was more interested in breaking the

Anglo-French entente than in securing her

rights in Morocco. This forced Grey into deci-

sive support of France unless he was willing to

abandon his plan of reestablishing the balance of

power.

The Balkan Wars which broke out in 1912

threatened the peace in Europe. Poincare was

fearful lest Russia might secure the Straits with-

out a European war. Hence, he gave Russia

his promise that France would follow Russia into

a European war over the Balkans. It was

desirable that English participation should be as-

sured, and Paul Cambon had been instructed to

approach Grey and obtain from him the limit

which England would promise at the time.

After much negotiation the English agreement

was expressed in the following form in Grey's

letter to Cambon on November 22, 1912. The

plan referred to was that England would pro-

tect the northern coast of France and allow the

French fleet to be concentrated in the Mediter-

ranean: 11
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Nov. 22nd, 1912.

My Dear Ambassador,—From time to time in recent

years the French and British Naval and Military ex-

perts have consulted together. It has always been

understood that such consultation does not restrict the

freedom of either Government to decide at any future

time whether or not to assist the other by armed force,

i We have agreed that consultation between experts is

not and ought not to be regarded as an engagement that

commits either Government to action in a contingency

that has not yet arisen and may never arise. The dis-

position, for instance, of the French and British fleets

respectively at the present moment is not based upon

an engagement to cooperate in war. You have, how-

ever, pointed out that if either Government had grave

reason to expect an unprovoked attack by a third

Power it might become essential to know whether it

could in that event depend upon the armed assistance

of the other. I agree that if either Government had

grave reason to expect an unprovoked attack by a third

Power, or something that threatened the general peace,

it should immediately discuss with the other whether

both Governments should act together to prevent ag-

gression and to preserve peace, and, if so, what meas-

ures they would be prepared to take in common. If

these measures involved action, the plans of the General

Staffs would at once be taken into consideration and the

Governments would then decide what effect should be

given to them. -pi
, _ _ n„ r ^.fe HiDWARD LrREY

So important was this arrangement that Grey, in

his famous speech of August 3, 1914, admitted
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that it was the "starting-point for the Govern-

ment with regard to the present crisis."
12 It

was literally so, because it was his confirmation of

this document on August 2, 1914, which made
him feel irrevocably bound to bring England into

the War. Cambon well understood that this

agreement would bring England into a war in a

wholehearted fashion, as it was unthinkable that

a state would allow its navy to participate with-

out its army. 13 This correspondence also had a

most important effect on the British navy.

Winston Churchill, First Lord of the Admiralty,

frankly admits that from this time on the naval

authorities assumed the inevitability of a war with

Germany and steadily prepared for it in both

a physical and psychological fashion.
14

While we cannot be certain in this matter until

the publication of the French and British ar-

chives, it would seem that there must have been

more than mere chronological coincidence be-

tween Poincare's definite promise to aid Russia

in the case of a European war over the Balkans,

which was made on November 17, 1912, and the

letter from Grey to Cambon on November 22,

1912. At any rate, November, 1912, was a cru-

cial period in European diplomacy. It was the

time when real teeth were at last put into the

Franco-Russian Alliance and when England was

definitely committed in principle to the program

of supporting France. It was also when (on

II
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November 8th) the Russians laid their plan for

the secret mobilization of their army under cover

of a diplomatic barrage. The diplomatic back-

ground of the World War is to be found in the

diplomacy of this month quite as much as it is in

the two weeks following July 23, 191A.

Army preparations paralleled the develop-

ment of arrangements for naval cooperation.

In January, 1906, Grey and Lord Haldane,

Minister of War, secretly arranged for the con-

tinuous collaboration of the French and British

General Staffs, including explicit plans for

cooperation with Russia in the East. By the

end of 1910 these plans had taken on an elaborate

development involving completed arrangements

for the landing of a British expeditionary force

on the Continent, if necessary in Belgium with

or without the consent of the Belgian authori-

ties.
15 Mr. Morel, taking his facts from Lord

Haldane's own book, 'Before the War, thus des-

cribes the situation as it existed in 1910: 16

Within five years, "by the end of 1910," the detailed

"plans," the existence of which Lord Grey was so anx-

ious to conceal from the House in August, 1914, had

been "worked out."' Lord Haldane had solved his

"problem" of how to mobilize and concentrate "at a

place of assembly to be opposite the Belgian frontier,"

"which had been settled between the staffs of France

and Britain," a force of 160,000 men to operate with

the French armies, "with the assistance of Russian pres-
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sure in the East." Note that the cooperation of the

armies of the Czar was part of the "problem," an inte- L

gral part of the "plans" from the very beginning, i. e.,
^

from 1906, and ask yourselves what the progressive
j

L

forces in the country would have said had they known h

of it, and how long the Government would have lasted L

had these "plans" been disclosed! British and French

H

staff officers had thoroughly reconnoitered the ground
n),

upon which the allied armies were to fight in Belgium
j(

and in France ; Sir Henry Wilson had been all over it
j,

on his bicycle. So comprehensive had the "plans" be-
|,

come by that time that at the first conference of thej
|>,

French and Russian headquarters' staffs, held subse-
|

quent to their completion—at Krasnoe-Selo, in August,
|,

1911—General Dubail, the French chief of staff, was
|

able to assure his Russian colleagues that the French!
|j

Army would "take the offensive against Germany, with
((

the help of the British Army on its left flank," on the

tenth day after mobilizing. In December of that year

(1911) Lord French with his staff visited the French
|

headquarters. Thus was the second milestone silently
j(

erected while the British people went about their daily
jj

business, in blissful ignorance of everything but the
|

fact that they were in the proud position of enjoying a
|

democratic constitution, and, unlike their benighted
|

continental neighbors, were the masters and not the
\

servants of their rulers.
,

In his report of December 5, 1912, Izvolski

pointed out that the Franco-British military con- I

vention was as explicit and thorough as the

Franco-Russian: 17
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[si

Since the beginning of the present crisis M. Poin-

c^ire has not ceased, on every occasion, to invite the

London cabinet to confidential conversations, with the

object of clearing up the position which would be

adopted by England in the event of a general European

conflict. On the British side no decision has been taken

hitherto. The London cabinet invariably replies that

this will depend upon circumstances, and that the ques-

tion of peace or war will be decided by public opinion.

On the other hand, not only has the examination of all

eventualities which may present themselves not been in-

terrupted between the French and British headquarters

staffs, but the existing military and naval agreements

have quite recently undergone a still greater develop-

ment, so that at the present moment the Anglo-French

military convention is as settled and complete (a un

caractere aussi acheve et complet) as the Franco-

Russian convention ; the only difference consists in the

fact that the former bear the signatures of the chiefs

of the two headquarters staffs, and on this account are,

so to speak, not obligatory upon the Government.

These last few days General Wilson, the English chief

of staff, has been in France, in the most rigorous se-

crecy, and on this occasion various complementary de-

tails have been elaborated ;
moreover, apparently for

the first time, it is not only military men who partici-

pated in this work, but also other representatives of

the French Government.

Lord Haldane himself indicates the bearing of

these preparations upon the rapidity with which

the expeditionary force was mobilized and

shipped across the Channel in 1914: 18
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After the war was over, Lord Haldane explained with

considerable and pardonable pride, how as minister of

war from 1905 to 1912 he had reorganized the depart-

ment and prepared for "eventualities" on the continent.

This was done on the occasion of the coal inquiry. We
may quote the question of the Chairman and the answers

of Lord Haldane from the minutes of the commission:

"Chairman. Am I right in thinking that during that

time you organized the territorial forces of the crown

and that also you provided for a speedy mobilization of

our forces in the event of the nation being called upon

to go to war? (Lord Haldane) That is so.

"I think as a result of your efforts, a very speedy

mobilization of our forces was effected when war was

declared against Germany?—Yes. The thing we con-

centrated upon was extreme rapidity of mobilization

and concentration in the place of assembly, and that

we carried out.

"I suppose it is no longer a secret, but war was de-

clared on Tuesday, August 4th, 191 4, and I think within

a matter of twelve or fourteen hours, under the scheme

of mobilization which you had prepared, some of our

troops were already in France?—Yes, within a very

short time ; within a very few hours troops were in

France.

"How long was it before the whole of the British Ex-

peditionary Force was placed in the field at the ap-

pointed place?—On Monday, August 3rd, 1914, at the

request of the Prime Minister, I, as Lord Chancellor, |i

went back to the War Office and mobilized the machine 1

with which I was familiar. That was done at 11 o'clock

upon Monday, August 3rd, and the giving of the orders

tin

1

k
b

i

It!'

liti
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itl ook only a few minutes ;
everything was prepared years

oefore."

The details of the plans for military cooperation

with France, as well as the anticipation of im-

minent war in the British War Office long prior

o the assassination of Franz Ferdinand, are

idmirably illustrated by the following revelation

3y Major W. Cyprian Bridge, official translator

o the War Office in 1914: 19

en

Es

But what perhaps impressed me more than all was

he fact that about an hour after we declared war on

he fatal 4th of August there was taken out of its hid-

ng place a big document marked "very secret." It was

rawn up in French and was entrusted to me for trans-

ation. It proved to be an elaborate agreement between

he British and French Governments regarding the man-

ler in which payments on behalf of the British Expe-

itionary Force operating in North France were to be

djusted. It went into details, for instance as to the

ate of exchange at which calculations were to be made,

uch as any military officer of experience would know

ould only be useful or necessary if the plan was ex-

pected to be put into almost immediate execution. The

locument was dated and signed early in February (I

hink the 4th) 191^.

The Northcliffe (Harmsworth) press was

olidly behind these military plans. Indeed,

hese papers in England presumed to influence

French opinion by ardently supporting the

French army bill of 1913, which greatly increased
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the land armament of France, and by violently

attacking the opponents of the bill. Clemen-

ceau, next to Northcliffe the greatest of pre-war

propagandists, reciprocated by supplying much

incendiary material for Maxse's notorious Na-

tional Review?"

While the agreements between England and

France were kept secret, hidden even from the

majority of the members of the Cabinet, and

known only to Asquith, Grey, Haldane and Lord

Crewe, nevertheless suspicions developed that

something more than amiable relations existed

between England and the country across the

Channel. Consequently, Asquith and Grey were

openly questioned on the matter by members of

the House of Commons. On March 10, 1913,

Lord Hugh Cecil put the following question to

Asquith in the House of Commons: 21

There is a very general belief that this country is

under an obligation, not a treaty obligation, but an ob-

ligation arising out of an assurance given by the Min-

istry, in the course of diplomatic negotiations, to send

a very large armed force out of this country to operate

in Europe. This is the general belief.

Mr. Asquith answered: "I ought to say that is

not true." On March 24th he went even further

to say:
22

As has been repeatedly stated, this country is not

under any obligation, not public and known to Parlia-
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merit, which compels it to take part in a war. In other

words, if war arises between European Powers, there

are no unpublished agreements which will restrict or

hamper the freedom of the Government or Parliament

to decide whether or not Great Britain should partici-

pate in a war.

On April 28, 1914, just after Grey had re-

turned from Paris, where he had agreed to try

to force an agreement upon a naval convention

with Russia, he was asked: 23

Whether he is aware that demands have recently

been put forward for a further military understanding

between the Powers of the Triple Entente with a view to

concerted action on the Continent in the case of certain

eventualities, and whether the policy of this country

still remains one of freedom from all obligations to en-

gage in military operations on the Continent.

Grey replied:
24

The answer to the first part of the question is in the

negative, and as regards the latter part, the question

now remains the same as stated by the Prime Minister in

answer to a question in this House on March 24, 1913.

On June 11, 1914, within less than two months

of the outbreak of the War, Grey was asked a

similar question by Mr. King. He answered

more at length :

25

The hon. Member for North Somerset asked a similar

question last year with regard to military forces, and
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the hon. Member for North Salford asked a similar

question also on the same day, as he has again done to-

day. The Prime Minister then replied that if war arose

between European Powers, there were no unpublished

agreements which would restrict or hamper the freedom

of the Government or of Parliament to decide whether

or not Great Britain should participate in a war.

That answer covers both the questions on the Paper.

It remains as true to-day as it was a year ago. No

negotiations have since been concluded with any Power

that would make the statement less true. No such ne-

gotiations are in progress, and none are likely to be

entered upon so far as I can judge. But if any agree-

ment were to be concluded that made it necessary to

withdraw or modify the Prime Minister's statement of

last year, which I have quoted, it ought, in my opinion,

to be, and I suppose that it would be, laid before Parlia-

ment.

When Grey made his notable speech of August

3, 1914, asking the approval of Parliament for

his promise to aid France, he faced the difficult

situation of having to request consent to fulfil an

obligation which he had said did not exist. He
had denied that there were any explicit written

arrangements such as the letter to Cambon, to

say nothing of the plans of the general staffs of

the two countries. It was what Professor Beard

has designated as an "astounding" and "amaz-

ing" revelation to admit the existence of even the

general commitments of the Cambon letter.
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Grey could not summon up courage enough to

admit that a military and naval convention

existed between the two countries. Hence, in

reading- the letter to Cambon in the House of

Commons, he left off the damning concluding

sentence. We follow Morel in giving in parallel

columns the significant part of the letter, as

originally written to Cambon, and as read in the

House by Grey: 26

The Conclusion of the The Conclusion of the Let-

Grey-Cambon Letter as ter as actually written to

read to the House of Com- M. Cambon.

mons

I agree that if either I agree that if either

Government have grave Government had grave rea-

reason to expect an unpro- son to expect an unpro-

voked attack by a third voked attack by a third

power, or something that power, or something that

threatened the general threatened the general

peace, it should immedi- peace, it should immedi-

ately discuss with the ately discuss with the

other whether both Gov- other whether both Gov-

ernments should act to- ernments should act to-

gether to prevent aggres- gether to prevent aggres-

sion and to preserve peace ; sion and to preserve peace,

and if so, what measures and, if so, what measures

they would be prepared to they would be prepared to

take in common. take in common. If these

measures involved action,

the plans of the general
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staff's would at once be

taken into consideration

and the Governments

would then decide what ef-

fect should be given to

them.

In his memoirs Grey offers the following

illuminating and amusing explanation of his

omission of the vital concluding sentence :

27

It was not until 1923, nine years later, that a charge

of having omitted the last sentence of that letter was

brought to my notice. My first impulse was to deny the

thing as impossible; but it is so: the last sentence of

the letter does not appear in the report of the speech.

A question, according to the report, was interjected

about the date of the letter and it may be that the inter-

ruption in the reading of the letter, so near the end,

caused an accidental omission, or perhaps I thought

the last sentence unimportant, as it did not affect the

sense and main purport of what had already been read

out. I cannot say. The letter was published in full

in the White Paper two or three days later ; the proof

of that Paper was submitted to me before publication

;

I certainly did not raise any question of how the letter

should appear in the White Paper, and so I must either

have attached no importance to the omission of a sen-

tence in the speech, or have been unconscious of there

having been any omission.

It may be observed that it was most convenient

for Sir Edward to omit accidentally the sentence
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that most obviously demonstrated the falsehood

in his replies to the House of Commons in April

and June, 1914; and that it was most curious for

him to attach no significance to the most im-

portant and damaging feature of the Cambon
correspondence. We may further suggest that

a cogent reason why he did not object to its pub-

lication in full in the White Paper was that on

August 4th Viviani read the letter in full in the

French Chamber of Deputies. 28

It might be pointed out that Grey's diplomatic

undertakings with France and his explanations

of these present some of the finest illustrations of

what Theodore Roosevelt described in derision

as "weasel words" when criticizing the diplomatic

communications of Woodrow Wilson. They

were extremely evasive and nebulous, though

when the test came Grey stood firmly by the most

extreme interpretation of his commitments to the

Entente.

II. ENGLAND AND RUSSIA

While Anglo-Russian rivalry did not have as

long an historic past as Anglo-French antipathy,

it had been much more acute in the half century

prior to 1914. England and Russia fought one

war over the Near East and were close to a sec-

ond in 1878 and a third in 1884. England

looked upon Russian expansion in Asia as a men-
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ace to India, and the Russian aspiration for the

Straits was believed to be inimical to English

interests in Egypt and the Suez Canal. It was

England which, in 1908-9, even after the parti-

tion of Persia, blocked Izvolski's plan for the

Russian occupation of the Straits which he had

coupled with the Austrian annexation of Bosnia

and Herzegovina.29 After the German advances

in Turkey and Mesopotamia the British became

somewhat less alarmed over the Russian menace

in Asia, and in 1907 came a temporary under-

standing with Russia through the partition of

Persia.30
Still England remained evasive upon

the Straits question, not only blocking the 1908-9

scheme, but also refusing to sanction the plan

when Russia brought it up again during the

second Morocco crisis.
31

England made another definite bid for Russian

good-will in 1910 by the recall of Sir Arthur

Nicolson, the Ambassador to Russia, and his

appointment as permanent under-secretary in

the British Foreign Office. The purpose of

this transfer is stated in a telegram of Bencken-

dorff to Izvolski on June 15, 1910: 32

In connection with the probable recall of Nicolson

from St. Petersburg, Grey told me last evening that he

hoped the St. Petersburg Cabinet would be convinced

that the appointment of the Viceroy of India, and the

Ambassadorial change at St. Petersburg, were intended

chiefly to strengthen the ties between Russia and Eng-
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land. It is his opinion that the situation demanded

that somebody should be in office in London who is as

well acquainted with the current questions as Hardinge

and Nicolson. Grey told me that he insisted upon the

arrangement, because the Emperor, perhaps, would not

like to part with an Ambassador to whom he had al-

ways given so gracious a reception.

From this time on Nicolson exercised an influence

over Grey in strengthening the English entente

with Russia comparable to that exerted by Cam-

bon in promoting Anglo-French accord. More-

over, Grey was not familiar with the details of

European diplomacy, and was wont to rely heav-

ily upon Nicolson and his assistant. Sir Eyre

Crowe, for advice.

From 1911 onward the triangular military

plans of the general staffs of England, France

and Russia grew more explicit and intimate.

General Foch visited both London and St.

Petersburg endeavoring to coordinate and unify

the military plans of the Entente. Sazonov

visited England in the late summer of 1912, and

was able to write to the Tsar in September to the

following effect with respect to the English sym-

pathy with Russia and her animus towards

Germany

:

33

As a favorable opportunity occurred I felt it useful,

in one of my conversations with Grey, to seek informa-

tion as to what we might expect from Great Britain in
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the event of a conflict with German}'. What the direc-

tor of British foreign policy said to me as to this, and

King George himself later, I think is very significant.

Your Majesty is aware that during M. Poincare's

stay in St. Petersburg last summer he expressed to me

a wish that I would clear up the question of the extent

to which we might count on the co-operation of the

British fleet in the event of such a war.

I informed Grey confidentially of the main points of

our naval convention with France, and remarked that

under the treaty concluded the French fleet would en-

deavor to safeguard our interests in the southern the-

atre of Avar by preventing the Austrian fleet from

penetrating into the Black Sea ; and I then asked

whether Great Britain for her part could perform the

same service for us in the north, by keeping the Ger-

man squadrons away from our Baltic coasts. Grey de-

clared unhesitatingly that should the anticipated con-

ditions arise Great Britain would make every effort to

strike a crippling blow at German naval power. On the

question of military operations he said that negotiations

had already taken place between the competent author-

ities concerned, but in these discussions the conclusion

had been reached that while the British fleet could easily

penetrate into the Baltic, its stay there would be very

risky. Assuming Germany to succeed in laying hands

on Denmark and closing the exit from the Baltic, the

British fleet would be caught as in a mousetrap. Ac-

cordingly Great Britain would have to confine her op-

erations to the North Sea.

On his own initiative Grey then gave me a confirma-

tion of what I already knew through Poincare—an
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agreement exists between France and Great Britain, un-

der which in the event of war with Germany Great

Britain has accepted the obligation of bringing assist-

ance to France not only on the sea but on land, by

landing troops on the Continent.

The King touched on the same question in one of his

conversations with me, and expressed himself even more

strongly than his Minister. When I mentioned, letting

him see my agitation, that Germany is trying to place

her naval forces on a par with Britain's, His Majesty

cried that any conflict would have disastrous results not

only for the German navy but for Germany's overseas

trade, for, he said, "We shall sink every single German

merchant ship we shall get hold of."

These words appeared to me to give expression not

only to His Majesty's personal feelings but also to the

public feeling predominant in Great Britain in regard

to Germany.

We pointed out above in some detail how in

the spring of 1914 the French and Russians

seized the opportunity afforded by Sir Edward
Grey's visit to Paris to initiate proceedings for an

Anglo-Russian naval convention. Grey secured

Asquith's consent, but the negotiations pro-

gressed slowly because of a "leak" regarding

them which greatly alarmed Germany and caused

Grey vigorously to deny the existence of any
such arrangements. Sazonov heatedly con-

tended that the naval convention existed only

"in the mind of the Berliner Tageblatt and in

the moon." Plans were made, however, for their
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resumption at an opportune moment, and the

Russian delegation was still in London when the

War broke out.
34

In spite of these ever closer relations Avith Rus

sia, the Russian entente was never popular in

England, and the British public could never have

been induced directly to sanction intervention in

a war designed to advance Russian interests.

There was still bad feeling over Persia in 1914,

and there was no enthusiasm in the British gov-

ernment for the Russian occupation of the

Straits. Even Grey had to put the soft pedal on

the Russian aspects of the crisis of 1914, and to

hold that England in no sense entered the War
to aid the Serbian cause. English acquiescence

in the Russian demand for the Straits after hos-

tilities commenced had to be embodied in the Se-

cret Treaties. The reason that England sup-

ported the Entente in a "Russian quarrel" was

that the Russian quarrel was linked with a

French quarrel, and England under Grey was

sure to support France against Germany. 35

The French and Russians were clear enough

about the import of those European "complica-

tions" of which Sazonov wrote on December 8,

1913. A Serbian insurrection in the Balkans

would bring in Austria, and a Russian attack oni

Austria would cause German intervention. This

would afford France an excuse for entering the

conflict, and the French entry would bring the

En

an
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English in its train. This was what the French

and Russians expected from 1912 to 1914, and it

was essentially what happened in 1914. It was

the Anglo-French accord and that alone, which

made the Anglo-Russian entente a positive force

in the crisis of 1914. 30

III. ENGLAND AND GERMANY

About 1900 Joseph Chamberlain, desiring a

strong Continental ally, made a real effort to im-

prove relations with Germany, but without suc-

cess. The blame for this failure to bring about

an Anglo-German rapprochement has been usu-

ally laid at the door of Baron von Holstein.

This interpretation has been based chiefly upon
>< the views of Baron Eckardstein, but it would

seem that it is now time to take the opinions of

von Eckardstein cum grano. He was a sort of

German Walter Hines Page, and his account has

been shown to be sadly lacking in intellectual

honesty. Holstein actually appears to have been

an astute but short-sighted diplomat, whose chief

mistake in his negotiations with England lay in

r the fact that he allowed England to struggle too

llong for an arrangement with Germany. This

[oj was due to his belief that an agreement between

England and Russia and England and France

tk was out of range of probabilities. Hence, he

tte preferred to place these countries off against one
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another. The English proposition to Germany
was also one which did not appeal to many Ger-

mans. England demanded a defensive agree-

ment to include the whole British Empire, imply-

ing even the obligation to defend India against

.Russia. Yet England was quite unwilling to,

accept a reciprocal obligation concerning Ger-

many's closest allies. The negotiations fell

through, and with their failure passed the pos-

sibility of an Anglo-German entente.
17 The

Conservative government turned a favorable ear,

to France, and when Grey assumed office the

Germans had to face a less sympathetic figure

than Chamberlain or Lansdowne. Britain be-

came progressively more worried after 1899 by

the German naval increases.

The first Morocco crisis further estranged

Germany and England, but following the

Kaiser's visit to England in 1907 better feeling

developed. The prospect for an understanding

was greatly diminished, however, by the publi-

cation in the London Daily Telegraph on

October 28, 1908, of an interview with the Kaiser

in which he declared his personal friendship for

England, but admitted that it was not wholly

shared by his subjects or appreciated by Eng-

land. L. J. Maxse, in the National Review, to-

gether with the majority of the Northcliffe press,

violently denounced Germany, and Sir John

Fisher proposed that England seize and scuttle
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! the whole German fleet. King Edward VII en-

' couraged the Anti-German encirclement move-
; ' ment and did his best in 1908 to disrupt the

" Triple Alliance. 3S

The most important element in arousing Brit-

ish antipathy was, however, the revelation in

'11909 of plans for a somewhat larger German
" navy. This was, unquestionably, a foolish move
v for Germany, but Great Britain greatly exagger-

ated its significance. The German naval plans

1 Inever in any serious degree challenged the naval

' power of Great Britain alone, to say nothing of

'' the combined navies of Great Britain, France
e jand Russia, to which were potentially added those

S lot' Japan and Italy. Negotiations for a mutual

understanding on naval construction seemed well

Sunder way in the summer of 1911, when the sec-

ond Morocco crisis broke out. The strong stand

4 pf England against Germany at this time

^alarmed the Kaiser and his ministers, and made
I'- the Kaiser lose his confidence in England alte-

ra gether.
39

In February, 1912, Lord Haldane visited Ber-

1)1 lin to promote a better understanding with Ger-

"j many. Except for the psychological results of

- the affair the significance of this Haldane "rais-

lo' sion" has been greatly exaggerated, for Hal-
ss

i dane had little to offer Germany and apparently

l"1 had no power whatever to carry through any

* definite agreement. He found Bethmann-
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Hollweg favorable to a naval arrangement, but

Tirpitz was opposed. Finally, it was decided

that a general benevolent neutrality pact should

be agreed upon, with the assumption that Ger-
1

many would in return hold up her proposed naval

increases.
40 But the Haldane negotiations had

no chance of success, as Benckendorff assured the K

Russian Foreign Office at the time. Grey stated

that he would resign rather than see any arrange-
J

e

ments made with Germany which would weaken 1
11

the Triple Entente. 41 Poincare heard of the (

proposed neutrality arrangement with Germany, I»

and induced Grey to refuse the proposition. m

Izvolski reveals this fact in his letter of Decern- f

ber 5, 1912: 42

i
B

In my conversations with Poincare and Paleologue

I was able to learn in strict confidence that on the oc-
j

casion of the well-known journey of Lord Haldane to
^

Berlin (in February of the present year) Germany made
^

to Great Britain a quite definite proposal, as follows:k

the London Cabinet should engage itself in writing to

maintain neutrality should Germany be drawn into a

war which was not provoked from her side. The Lon-

don Cabinet informed M. Poincare of this, and ap-j

parently delayed sending either an acceptance or a re-

fusal of this proposal. M. Poincare expressed himself
.

most emphatically against such an undertaking. He ,

pointed out to the British Government that the signa-

ture of such a treaty with Germany by Great Britain

would end at a blow the existing Franco-British rela- 1 1



FRANCE INVOLVES ENGLAND 481

tions, since no written agreement of a general political

character existed between France and Great Britain.

This objection had its result: the London Cabinet de-

lined Germany's proposal, to the lively dissatisfaction

af Berlin.

This was one of the most humiliating mo-
ments in the entire history of British foreign pol-

icy, but, as Mr. Morel has pointed out, it was the

nevitable outcome of Grey's relations with

France and Russia: 43

Can one criticise Poincare? I hardly think so.

Humiliating as was his veto, the humiliation had been

nvited. Could a more contemptible record be imag-

ned? The very minister who, after the war, tells us

;hat by the end of 1910 he had, after four years' labour,

reorganized the British Army- for the express purpose

)f participating in a war with Germany in fulfilment

)f our "contract" with France, goes over to Germany
n 1912 to discuss the possibility of our remaining neu-

;ral in a war between Germany and France ! And the

overnment which sent him over actually consults Poin-

:are as to whether it shall accept, or reject, a German
>ffer of conditional neutrality ! Small blame to Poin-

:are for making it peremptorily clear that he would not

dlow us to run with the hare and hunt with the hounds

!

3ut thenceforth British foreign policy was directed not

'rom London, but from Paris and Petrograd. We had
)ecome, in effect, impotent to exercise a decisive in-

luence over events.

The British government could not, of course,

idmit the reason for the failure of the Haldane
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mission, so they preferred to keep secret the fact

that it had failed. On July 25, 1912, Mr. As-

quith spoke of Anglo-German relations before

the House of Commons in the following terms : *j

Our relations with the great German Empire are, I

am glad to say, at this moment, and I feel sure they are

likely to remain, relations of amity and good-will.

Lord Haldane paid a visit to Berlin early this year;

he entered upon conversations and an interchange of

views there which have been continued since in a spirit

of perfect frankness and friendship, both on one side

and the other.

Instead of an Anglo-German understanding,

the year 1912 ended with the Grey-Cambon cor-

respondence of November 22, 1912, which spelled

the end of complete English independence in

foreign policy until the break-down of the Anglo-

French Entente after the World War.

In spite of the failures in the year 1912,

Anglo-German relations grew steadily better

from the close of 1912 to the outbreak of the

World War. In March, 1912, Winston Chur-

chill, first Lord of the Admiralty, announced that

England would be satisfied with an arrangement

whereby Germany agreed not to build more than

ten battleships to each sixteen constructed by

Great Britain. On February 7, 1913, Von Tir-

pitz announced that Germany would not exceed

that ratio.
45 England had thus secured her am-
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bition in the Haldane proposals without Ger-

many's obtaining the reciprocal advantage of a

guaranty of British neutrality. In spite of re-

peated statements to the contrary by Grey, As-

quith, and the mythologizing historians, German
naval rivalry cannot, therefore, be designated as

an important immediate cause of the World War
in 1914.

Still greater progress was made in 1914.

Early in this year a large group in the British

Liberal Party, even though most incompletely

informed as to the lengths to which the negotia-

tions with France had actually gone, became

alarmed concerning the degree to which England
had apparently become involved in the Entente.

Efforts were initiated to improve relations with

Germany. On New Year's Day, 1914, Lloyd-

George gave out his famous interview in the

London Daily Chronicle in which he declared

that the rumored increases in the German army
were "vital, not merely to the existence of the

German Empire, but to the very life and inde-

pendence of the nation itself, surrounded, as Ger-

many is, by other nations, each of which possesses

armies as powerful as her own." The King an-

nounced the satisfactory progress of negotiations

regarding Mesopotamia and the Bagdad Rail-

way. 461 These negotiations proceeded success-

fully. By June 15th an agreement satisfactory

to both parties had been reached, and thus was
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settled the most important dispute, indeed the

only significant source of contention, between

Germany and Great Britain.
47 As Lloyd

George expressed it, even after war had been de-
;

clared in August, 1914, Anglo-German relations
,

in July, 1914, were better than they had been for
]

fifteen years. He might have said for twenty
j

years. There was no longer any significant
,

cause for tension between these two states, and

there is little validity in the efforts of anti-British
j

or anti-German historians to refer to acute
|

clashes before 1912 as active causes of the World

War. The fly in the ointment lay in the fact

that, with characteristic duplicity, Sir Edward

Grey was at this very time arranging the naval

convention with Russia which would close the

ring about Germany and give Sazonov and Poin-

care that assurance of British aid to the Franco-

Russian military alliance which they deemed

necessary in order to deal Germany the "mortal

blow" mentioned by Sazonov in the secret min-

isterial conference of December 31, 1913.48

There is no doubt that this development of

better relations between Germany and England

was the determining factor in convincing Russia

and France that the desired European war must

be fought, if possible, in 1914; in other words,

before England could be detached from the

Entente. Georges Louis quotes Paul Deschanel

as stating that the French leaders were also im-
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patient to initiate hostilities before the French

radicals could secure the repeal of the French

three-year service act.
49 At any rate, the

Anglo-German negotiations and the expression

of sympathy for Germany in England threw

Paul Cambon, Poincare, Izvolski and Sazonov

into a panic, and they hastened to regain control
' of the situation before their efforts of eight years

had been undone. Mr. Morel has in the follow-

ing passages admirably summarized the effect of

the progress towards an Anglo-German rap-

prochement upon the Franco-Russian authori-

ties and upon their determination to force the

European war before England could be detached

from the Entente: 50

The anxiety caused by these manifestations of im-

proved relations between Britain and Germany at the

very moment when the conspirators in Petrograd, Bel-

grade, and elsewhere were reckoning that the plum was

almost ripe enough for plucking, is evident in the Rus-

sian dispatches we now possess. Thus the Russian am-

bassador in Berlin, reporting to Sazonov, February 13,

1914, remarks that Cambon (French ambassador in

Berlin, and brother of the French ambassador in Lon-

don) "is very much worried by these constant rumors

of an improvement in Anglo-German relations, since he

agrees that there is a possibility of rapprochement be-

tween these two countries in the future." Cambon's

Russian colleague did not "fully share these fears," yet

his dispatches show that he was disturbed and uneasy.
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But the uneasiness of the French and Russian ambas-

sadors in Berlin was as nothing compared with that

which reigned in Petrograd and Paris. (Note that the

warlike announcements in the Russian press, the chief

war measures taken in the Duma, and, especially, the

great war council at Petrograd followed hard upon the

King's speech.). We obtain corroboration from totally

different sources of this deep disquiet, lest Britain slip

from the meshes of the net so patiently and closely

drawn around her. Mr. Page, American ambassador

to Britain, in a letter to Colonel House (January 11,

1914) explains how, as the result of Mr. Lloyd George's

speech, "the French allies of the British went up into

the air. They raised a great howl. Churchill went to

see them to soothe them. They would not be soothed !"

Sazanov had been almost equally disquieted a year be-

fore, when Tirpitz (the head of the German Admiralty)

had made a speech in the Reichstag, which was a vir-

tual recognition of British naval superiority. On that

occasion Sazanov wired to Benckendorff about this

"alarming symptom" and his uneasiness at the "effort

of German diplomacy to bring about a rapprochernent

faith England." He wanted to know "in what degree

machinations of that sort might find a favorable soil

in London !•"

But now something obviously had to be done, and

quickly, to grip the British nation still more tightly in

the vise into which certain British Ministers by their

secret actions had placed us. The entire policy of eight

laborious years was trembling in the balance. Was

there consciousness of this among the protagonists of

that policy in London? Read carefully the inspired
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Times throughout the months of February to June.

Assuredly was there consciousness of it at Krasnoe-

Selo and at the Quai d'Orsay. If the inconceivable

happened and the British salmon should slip out of the

net at the last moment, the fishers in troubled waters

were down and out. If a section of the British cabinet

should clearly perceive almost at the last moment the

rocks ahead, and force the hands of the other section

by some public reference that would suddenly electrify

the British public into a sense of imminent peril leading

to insistent inquiry as to their true relationship with

the rival continental groups—then, indeed, all might be

lost. For, without Britain, Sukhomlinoff might shout

through his newspaper that he was ready till all- was

blue—there would be nothing doing. Something had to

be done—and this is what was done, in the silence and

secrecy of the diplomatic closet.

Sazonov led off with a series of dispatches to the

Russian ambassadors in London and Paris, urging that

"a further reinforcement and development of the so-

called triple entente, and, if possible, its transforma-

tion into a new triple alliance appears to me to be a de-

mand of the present situation." Lord Grey and King

George were going to Paris ; Poincare and Doumergue

(French foreign minister) should urge upon the former

a "closer agreement between Russia and England."

Doumergue agreed. He thought the task would be

easy, "because it is most obvious that, inasmuch as

France has special military and naval understandings

with Russia and England, this system must be co-

ordinated and completed by corresponding understand-

ings between Russia and England." The scheme as
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finally worked out was this. When Lord Grey reached

Paris the French Government would urge him to (a)

communicate officially to the Russians, the text of the

Grey-Cambon exchange notes, of November 22, 1912,

and the text of the military and naval conventions; (b)

draw up a naval convention with Russia, active co-

operation between the British and Russian armies being

obviously impracticable.

Such were the events which preceded Lord Grey's visit

to Paris three and a half months before the outbreak

of war.

When Lord Grey reached Paris he went off to Ver-

sailles to attend the French military manoeuvres. The

next day the conference met. Its members were Dou-

mergue (French foreign minister), Paul Cambon

(French ambassador to Britain), De Margerie (head of

the permanent staff at the French Foreign Office), Lord

Grey and Sir William Tyrrel, his private secretary.

The results of the conference, which were duly reported

in great detail by Isvolsky to Sazonov, exceeded the ex-

pectations of the French negotiators

:

"All three of those present at the conference

—

Messrs. Doumergue, Cambon, and De Margerie—told

me they were astonished at the clearly stated and defi-

nite readiness to enter upon a closer approach to Rus-

sia, which Sir Edward Grey had expressed."

Lord Grey, indeed, may be fairly said to have leaped

at the bait, and to have swallowed it without a moment's

hesitation, merely pointing out that there were certain

elements in the cabinet prejudiced against Russia. But

he hoped to win over Mr. Asquith and the whole cabinet.

Thereupon he returned to London. The fish was fairly

landed.
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Sazanov was naturally delighted at his success:

""The readiness of the British Government to begin

without delay negotiations regarding the conclusion of

an agreement between Russia and England, which would

concern joint operations of our naval forces in the event

of a common military action, has been received, on our

oart, with a feeling of the greatest satisfaction. Quite

apart from the fact that such an agreement is desirable

from a special military standpoint, we attach great im-

portance to it in a general political sense."

And with reason! Had not Le Temps, the official

organ of the French Foreign Office, remarked (April

20), of the short official communique sent out to the

press at the end of the conference, that it "says enough

to make it unnecessary to insist that the Entente is the

Triple Entente, and more than ever prepared for united

action." . . .

But how can one explain the fact that Lord Grey, at

the very time that he was negotiating a "colonial"

agreement with Germany, was secretly fastening the

Russo-French noose tighter around our necks, and de-

nying right and left that he was doing anything of the

sort? In the present state of our knowledge only sur-

mise is possible. And surmise in this particular con-

nection is fruitless.

But there can be no doubt whatever as to the effect

of the British Mesopotamia!! negotiations with Ger-

many, in which oil played a substantial but by no means

exclusive part, upon the men who were directing Rus-

sian and French diplomacy. If they did not know the

exact nature of the negotiations, they were aware that

negotiations of some kind had been going on for months,
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and had recently been accelerated, and they probably

had a pretty good idea of their tenor.

M. Cambon always took care to be well informed.

They first sought to counterbalance them by an

Anglo-Russian naval convention which would complete

the circuit of triple military and naval conventions, and

produce the conditions of a triple alliance in every-

thing but name. But the actual conclusion of the con-

vention was hanging fire, while negotiations with Ger-

many continued. Then they made up their minds to

strike, and they struck with the certain knowledge that

the leading members of the Liberal cabinet—notably

and above all the Foreign Secretary and the Prime Min-

ister—had placed themselves in a position from which

they could extricate neither themselves nor the coun-

try. It was a gamble. But they held the trumps.

And they Avon.

IV. SIR EDWARD GREY IN THE CRISIS OF

1914

1. Grey Theoretically for Peace in 1914

It is of real importance at the outset to have

in mind what seems to have been the dominating

attitude of Sir Edward Grey towards throw-

ing England into a general European war.

There are some who contend that from the first

Grey was determined to make use of the crisis

to crush German commerce and sea power.

They cite as evidence his negotiation of the Rus-

sian naval convention at the same time he was
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concluding the arrangement with Germany con-

cerning the Bagdad Railway; his suggestion on

July 2.5th to Benckendorff that he could see the

necessity of Russian mobilization; his telegram

to Buchanan on July 27th to the effect that any

Russian fear about British neutrality should

have been dispelled by the order for the concen-

tration of the British fleet at Portland; Camp-

bell's allegation that the French withdrawal im-

posture of July 30th was suggested by Grey and

Cambon; his refusal to formulate any terms on

which England would remain neutral; his per-

sistent refusal to attempt to put any restraint on

Russia ; his refusal to guarantee English neutral-

ity if Germany would not invade Belgium or

attack the coast of France; his commitment of

England to war on August 2nd before Germany

had even sent an ultimatum to Belgium; and his

insistence upon coming into the conflict after

Germany had offered not to attack the Channel

ports of France, which had been the condition on

which he had promised France support the pre-

ceding day (cf. J. W. Burgess, The European

War).

Damaging as this indictment is, we cannot yet

accept the thesis that Grey was for war from the

moment of the assassination of the Archduke and

pursued a Machiavellian policy, even more skil-

ful and subtle than that displayed by Poincare,

Viviani, Sazonov and Izvolski. The thesis which
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will be maintained throughout this chapter is that

Grey was for peace in the abstract in the crisis

of 1914, however much he had done from 1906 to

1914 to encourage a European situation favor-

able to war. Yet it seems equally certain that he

was determined to enter the Continental war if

France was involved, no matter how justifiable

or unjustifiable the French entry, and irrespec-

tive of Belgium or any concessions which Ger-

many might make to England.* It is true that

on July 31st Grey announced that, if France and

Russia refused reasonable concessions by Ger-

many and Austria, England would stand aside,
51

but he did not act consistently with this promise,

and, moreover, it was of no significance at the

time since the Russian mobilization was in full

swing. This basic assumption is that held also

by Lord Loreburn :

52

The answer to this question [why England entered

the War], in a single sentence, is that we have brought

into the war because Mr. Asquith and Sir Edward Grey

and their confidants, by steps some of which are known

while others may be unknown, had placed us in such a

position towards France, and therefore towards Russia,

that they found they could not refuse to take up arms

on her behalf when it came to the issue, though till the

* This estimate of Grey's attitude in 1914 is fully vindicated

by the complete British documents.
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end they denied it to Parliament, and probably even to

themselves. They were driven from point to point be-

cause they would not realize that they had so committed

themselves, and accordingly would not take any decisive

attitude. Nothing breeds irresolution more certainly

than a sense that you are in a false position which you

will not bring yourself to recognize.

On July 31st, having found himself about to

be involved in an actual war in behalf of France,

Grey was faced with the grave necessity of dis-

covering some great moral issue which would put

the English public solidly behind him and help

obscure the fact of his deception of people and

Parliament when the great revelation had to be

made, as it was on August 3rd. This "moral

issue" was the German invasion of Belgium, and

so important in Grey's program was this poten-

tial lever on English opinion that he resolutely re-

fused to promise France that England would

surely intervene until he had assured himself:

( 1 ) that Germany would invade Belgium unless

England promised to remain neutral, and (2)

that Belgium would resist this invasion by force

of arms. After he had promised France English

aid on August 2nd, he desired above all other

things that Germany would invade Belgium, and

he practically coerced Belgium into issuing an

appeal to the Entente to save her from Ger-

many.53
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2. Grey's Disastrous Policy of Evasion

and Indecision
j

mi

This dilatory, evasive and indecisive policy 111

pursued by Grey in 1914, while far less criminal 0l

in a positive sense than the persistent determina- v

tion of Poincare and Sazonov upon war from the '
l

first, was most certainly the worst possible atti-

tude which England could have taken in 1914 if

she desired to maintain the peace of Europe. It \

was probably fully as dangerous a position as 1

it would have been if she had come out for inter-
w

,

vention on the side of France and Russia from
fi

the beginning. This policy of vacillation, non-
it

commitment and indiscriminate encouragement tc

made France and Russia feel that they could oi

count on England's support, while it made Ger-

many and Austria equally certain that England

would remain neutral. Loreburn has well stated

the results of this fatal procedure on the part of

Grey: 54

According to the despatches, Sir Edward Gi'ey is

often asked, What will you do? What will be your at-

titude? Will you be neutral, and on what conditions

will you be neutral? Will you at once declare that you e

will support us in arms? Sir Edward refuses to give an I

answer either way. He hints at what we may do, but I

will not say what we will do. . . . (On July 29th)

AH the Great Powers were still at peace with one an-

other. If Germany and Austria even now learned for
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certain that in the event of a general war England would

fight against them, they could still accept some sub-

mission from Serbia without any stain on that code of

military honour which both of them so highly prize.

Or if Russia even now learned definitely that England

would not join her and France in arms over a Servian

quarrel, if she mobilized prematurely, she might have

stayed for a few days the military steps which Sir Ed-

ward Grey was constantly urging her to pretermit,

and which ultimately brought on the rupture. But

such are the penalties of indecision and of the ambi-

guities which it begets, that at this very time not only

was Austria reckoning on our sympathy, but Russia

was counting on our support. . . . Both sides con-

strued an ambiguous attitude as an attitude favorable

to their own hope, of British neutrality on the one side,

of British support on the other.

3. Grey's Indifference to the Austro-

Serblan Quarrel

In analyzing the specific acts of Sir Edward
Grey in the crisis of 1914 it is desirable at the

outset to show that he was from the first opposed

to making the Austro-Serbian issue the acknowl-

edged cause of British intervention. In his first

statement on the subject in a telegram to the

British Ambassador in Berlin on July 20, 1914,

he said that he "hated the idea of a war between

any of the Great Powers, and that any of them

should be dragged into a war by Serbia would be
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detestable."
55 In the official introduction to the

British White Book of 1914 it was stated by the

authority of Grey, if not in his own words: 56

The dispute between Austria and Servia was a dispute

between two Governments with which Great Britain had

nothing to do. Sir E. Grey, therefore, consistently

stated that he had no concern in the dispute; that he

had no title to intervene between Austria and Serbia;

that he would express no opinion on the merits of the ul-

timatum.

On the 29th of July he stated that "there must,

of course, be some humiliation of Servia, but

Austria might press things so far as to involve

the humiliation of Russia." 57 Again on the 29th

he expressed himself as follows

:

58

The Austrian Ambassador told me today he had

ready a long memorandum, which he proposed to leave,

and which he said gave an account of the conduct of

Servia toward Austria, and an explanation of how nec-

essary the Austrian action was. I said that I did not

wish to discuss the merits of the question between Aus-

tria and Servia.

In his memoirs Grey continues his 1914 position

that England had little interest in Serbia: 59

The notion of being involved in war about a Balkan

quarrel was repugnant. Serbia, to British people, was

a country with which a few years ago we had severed

diplomatic relations, because of a brutal murder of the

King and Queen; and, though that was over, and we
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were now on good terms, there was no sentiment urging

us to go into a war on Serbia's behalf.

At the same time that Grey was refusing to

take any part in the Austro-Serbian dispute he

was directly or by implication encouraging Aus-

tria. On July 2?'th Grey told the Austrian Am-
bassador that "if Austria could make war on Ser-

bia and at the same time pacify Russia, well and

good." On July 28th the British Ambassador

in Vienna was assuring Berchtold that there was

no lack of sympathy for the Austrian cause in

England, and Grey let this assurance stand with-

out any qualification.
00 At other times Grey ex-

pressed himself as thinking that the Austrian

ultimatum was far too severe. In a telegram to

the British Ambassador at Vienna he stated on

July 24th that "I had never before seen one State

address to another independent State a document

of so formidable a character." 61 In fact, on

July 25th he telegraphed Buchanan in St.

Petersburg that he regarded the Austrian ulti-

matum of such a type as to invite Russian mo-

bilization.
62 In this way, while not at any time

taking a definite stand on the Serbian problem,

he helped to make it a cause of European com-

plications through leading the Austrians to feel

sure of British sympathy and the Russians posi-

tive of British indignation.63 And whether or

not he was willing to go to war directly over the

Serbian issue, he allowed France and Russia to
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use the Serbian incident as the means of provok-

ing the War, and then refused to stand aside.

4. Grey's Refusal to Restrain Russia or

to Promise English Neutrality

It was once rather widely held, and the

present writer at one time subscribed to this view,

that Grey's great mistake was that he did not in-

form Germany and Austria promptly on July

24th or 25th that, in the event of a general

European war, England would be found on the

side of France and Russia. It was once believed

that if Grey had done this Germany and Austria

would have restrained themselves and the general

conflict would have been averted. It would seem

that we must now abandon this view in the light

of our present knowledge of the determination of

France and Russia to force a Continental war

in 1914. The old theory rested on the assump-

tion that it was Germany which required re-

straint, while we now know that it was France

and Russia which needed to be held in leash.

Had Grey declared himself for France and Rus-

sia at the outset these two powers would have

been even more eager for war and more cocksure

in their procedure.* They understood this well

enough at the time, and under the cover of the

allegation that it would advance the cause of

* Fully proved by the new British documents.
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peace, their statesmen made repeated efforts

to get England to declare openly that she would

support France and Russia. Poincare even

went so far as to telegraph his appeal directly to

the King on July 31st.
64 How much good faith

there was in their appeals may be seen from the

fact that their most insistent demands in this re-

spect were made after the Russian general

mobilization had been ordered. An early state-

ment by England of her decision to stand by

France could not have prevented the War unless

Germany had been unwilling to fight in self-

defense.

The only way whereby Grey could have pre-

vented war, if at all, in 1914 would have been by

declaring that England would remain neutral if

Germany did not invade Belgium, or by warning

Russia before July 30th that England would not

aid France and Russia unless Russia ceased her

preparations for mobilization. Both of these

things Grey refused to do. After Grey had re-

fused to promise the German Ambassador that

England would remain neutral in the event of

Germany's agreeing not to invade Belgium, the

German Ambassador asked Grey to formulate

the conditions according to which England would

remain neutral; but Grey refused point-blank to

do so, though he afterwards falsely informed the

House of Commons that he had stated these con-
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ditions.
65 Equally definite was Grey's refusal to

attempt to restrain the Russian military measures

in spite of earnest German appeals. Sazonov

had, as early as July 27th, informed the French

and English governments that he would tolerate

no counsels of moderation, and Grey refused to

call his bluff.
00 In his memoirs Grey even ex-

presses himself as unsympathetic with the very

idea of restraining Russia

:

67

I felt impatient at the suggestion that it was for me

to influence or restrain Russia. I could do nothing but

express pious hopes in general terms to Sazonov. . . .

Nor can the Russian mobilization be fairly construed

as evidence of a desire for war. After the veto of a

Conference, with Austria mobilized and Germany ready

to strike, what counselor could have honestly advised

the Tsar that mobilization in Russia was a premature,

unnecessary precaution?

Grey discussed the German neutrality proposals

with France, who curtly rejected them.''
7 "

It was once supposed that Grey's failure to

restrain Russia might have been due to his ig-

norance of Russian military preparations, but the

new British documents refute this thesis. Grey

was thoroughly informed at all stages. On July

25th Buchanan telegraphed that the Russian

Crown Council had authorized Sazonov to mobi-

lize 1,110,000 men. Early in the evening of the

30th Buchanan promptly warned Grey that:

"It has been decided to issue orders for [Rus-
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sian] general mobilization." On the 31st Grey

telegraphed to Bertie: "The latest news was

that Russia had ordered a complete mobilization

of her fleet and army. This, it seemed to me,

would precipitate a crisis, and would make it ap-

pear that German mobilization was being forced

by Russia." Grey was fully aware in 1914 that

the Russian mobilization preceded not only the

Austrian and German mobilizations, but also the

German proclamation of a "state of imminent

war." As a matter of fact, Grey never seri-

ously considered pressing Russia for peace.

From the beginning of the crisis Nicolson insisted

that Russia must be handled with gloves. On
the 24th of July he contended that : "Our atti-

tude during the crisis will be regarded by Russia

as a test and we must be most careful not to alien-

ate her."
68

The desirability of promising British neutral-

ity in the event of war was clearly seen by the

Manchester Guardian in the crisis of July, 1914,

and thus forcefully stated in editorials of July

28th and July 30th:

Not only are we neutral now, but we could and ought

to remain neutral throughout the whole course of the

war.

We have not seen a shred of reason for thinking that

the triumph of Germany in a European war in which

Ave had been neutral would injure a single British inter-

est, however small, whereas the triumph of Russia
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would create a situation for us really formidable.

If Russia makes a general Avar out of a local war it

will be a crime against Europe. If we, who might re-

main neutral, rush into the war or let our attitude re-

main doubtful, it will be both a crime and an act of su-

preme and gratuitous folly.

Far the most brilliant and forceful plea for

British neutrality was made by A. G. Gardiner

in the London Daily News for August 1st.

After pointing out in masterly fashion the real is-

sues in the case and the dangers to England from

a Russian victory, he concluded with words,

whose truth and sagacity history has since amply

vindicated:

Let us announce our neutrality to the world. It is

the one hope. There is no other. Let us make it clear

that unless and until British interests are attacked, we

will have no part in this world-insanity, that we will not

shed a drop of English blood for the Czar or Servia,

that our one obligation is the interests and peace of this

land, and that we refuse to recognize any other. We
can save Europe from war even at this last moment.

But we can save it only by telling the Czar that he must'

fight his own battles and take the consequences of his

own action.

If the British government does this, it will do the

greatest service to humanity in history. If it does not

do it, it will have brought the greatest curse to human-

ity in history. The youngest of us will not live to see

the end of its crime.
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5. Grey, Germany and the Diplomatic

Efforts to Settle the Crisis

We shall next examine Grey's proposals for

conferences, conversations and mediation, with

the results of these suggestions. In doing so we

should keep in mind the usual assumption that

these were all original with Grey and that Ger-

many alone rejected all of them. In his

memoirs Grey, with astonishing mendacity, re-

fers time and again to the fact that Germany re-

jected a European conference, and vigorously

contends that this wrecked all chances for peace.
69

He does not reveal the fact that Russia, for all

practical purposes, rejected the proposal, and

that Sazonov announced that he would have noth-

ing to do with anything which would limit his

freedom of action against Austria.70

In considering Grey's plans for a diplomatic

settlement of the crisis we should understand that

only those proposals made before July 30th are

of any significance, as the Russian mobilization

prevented any chance for a pacific settlement

after that date. Grey's first plan to avert war in

1914 was made as early as July 20th. It was

that of direct conversations between St. Peters-

burg and Vienna. We have pointed out that this

was promptly rejected by Poincare (British

Documents, Nos. 67, 76). Grey's second plan

for a diplomatic settlement of the crisis in 1914
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was proposed to Paul Cambon on July 24th, as

soon as he learned the terms of the Austrian ulti- 1

matum. It is contained in Number 10 of the

British Blue Book and was to the following ef- 1

feet:

I would say that I thought the only chance of any

mediating or moderating influence being exercised was

that Germany, France, Italy and ourselves, who had no

direct interests in Servia, should act together for the

sake of peace, simultaneously in A
rienna and St.

Petersburg.

This plan for the mediation of the Austro-

Russian quarrel was forwarded to Berlin on the

same day as Number 1 1 of the Blue Book. Von
Jagow accepted this proposal, as is evident in

Number 18 of the Blue Book:

If the relations between Austria and Russia became

threatening, he (von Jagow) was quite ready to fall in

with your suggestion as to the four Powers working in

favour of moderation at Vienna and St. Petersburg.

As far as we can discover, France never ap-

proved this plan for the mediation of the Austro-

Russian dispute, and on the 27th Sazonov sharply

refused to consider any proposal whatever for

the limitation of the freedom of Russian action

against Austria. On the 28th France informed

Sazonov that it would not be a party to any dip-

lomatic proposition designed to exercise a moder-
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ating influence on Russia. The first of Grey's

proposals, then, was agreed to by Germany, but

rejected explicitly or by implication by Russia

and France.

Grey's next proposal was put forward on July

26th, when he suggested that there should be

a conference of the French, Italian and German

Ambassadors in London, together with himself,

for the purpose of "discovering an issue which

would prevent complications."
71 We have just

pointed out that both Germany and Russia de-

clined to favor a conference. Germany said that

it would be equivalent to haling Austria before

an arbitration court, which could not be done

without her consent.
7 " Russia refused to ap-

prove such a plan because she would tolerate no

interference with her freedom of action towards

Austria. We have referred above to Sazonov's

bluff in proposing a conference at London on

July 31st, a day after the mobilization had been

ordered, in order to gain more time for the Rus-

sian mobilization measures. 73 In this way Grey's

plan for a conference of ambassadors came to

naught. Grey's tendency to revert frequently

to the German rejection of his conference plan

is in interesting contrast to his complete failure

to mention his own coldness towards the promis-

ing Italian plan for a conference of the nations,

and towards Colonel House's plan in 1916.
74

We may now consider the fate of the direct
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conversations. In doing so we must call atten-

tion to the utterly misleading statements of Grey
in his memoirs concerning the significance of the

German rej ection of the proposed conference and

his reaction to this decision on the part of Ger-

many in 1914. In one place he says of the Ger-

mans: 75 "The complacency with which they

had let Austria launch the ultimatum on Serbia

was deplorable, and to me unaccountable; the

blocking of a conference was still worse."

Again: 76 "From the moment that Bethmann-

Hollweg vetoed a conference, without qualifica-

tion, without condition or reservation suggested

on which a Conference might be agreed to, I felt

that he would not be allowed to make a peaceful

end to the negotiations." Finally: 77 "Ger-

many ceased to talk of anything but the Russian

mobilization. I could do nothing to stop that.

The rejection of a Conference struck out of my
hand what might have been a lever to influence

Russia to suspend military preparations." He
neglects to mention the fact that Russia was

equally set against a conference on July 26th and

27th.

By far the most damaging fact relative to

Grey's above denunciation of Germany's action

in rejecting the conference of ambassadors lies

in the fact that on July 28th Grey expressed him-

self as believing that the German plan of direct

conversations between Vienna and St. Peters-
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burg—actually his own first proposal—was pref-

' erable to his scheme of a conference. He stated

e in two telegrams on the 28th :

78

1
.

As long as there is a prospect of direct exchange of

|
views between Austria and Russia, I would suspend

every other suggestion, as I entirely agree that this is

the most preferable method of all. . . .

It is most satisfactory that there is a prospect of a

direct exchange of views between the Russian and Aus-

trian Governments.

This "most preferable method" was, as we
1 pointed out at length in the fifth chapter, a Ger-

man substitute and was pressed with vigor upon

1 Austria from the 28th to the 31st of July. It

was also formerly approved by Sazonov, though

1 early rejected by Poincare. German adherence

» to this plan only ceased when the Russian gen-

? eral mobilization had become well advanced.

e Equally disastrous to Grey's recent allegation

f that Germany blocked all plans for a diplomatic

s settlement are the facts about the fifth method

1 proposed, namely, mediation between Austria

and Serbia. Grey made this suggestion on July

o 29th. namely, that Austria occupy Belgrade

b and the adjacent territory and then hold up her

s military measures until mediation had been at-

i- tempted between her and Serbia.
79 It so hap-

t pens that this was the identical plan—the pledge-

plan—which had been outlined by the Kaiser on
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the previous day and sent on to Austria with

vigorous German suggestions that Austria ad- pi

here to it.
80 Further, on July 28th and 29th g

the Austrian Ambassador in St. Petersburg ex- le

plicitly informed Sazonov that Austria would re- fo

spect the territorial integrity and sovereignty of fo

Serbia.
81 Finally, on the 31st, Austria an-

p

nounced her willingness to discuss with Russia ft

the terms of the ultimatum to Serbia.
82 Hence, fce

far from rejecting all of Grey's proposals Ger-
j

many rejected only one, in which action she was E

accompanied by Russia. She proposed and ft

warmly seconded what Grey admitted to be a

better plan than his conference method. Again, 1

she was the author and forceful sponsor of Grey's

other scheme, namely, that of mediation between

Austria and Serbia, as well as of the specific
j>

grounds of this mediation. As late as just be-
j

fore midnight on July 30th George V tele-
j

graphed to Prince Henry of Prussia:
83

My Government is doing its utmost, suggesting to

Russia and France to suspend further military opera-!

tions, if Austria will consent to be satisfied with occu- (l

i

pation of Belgrade and neighboring Serbian territory
J

as a hostage for satisfactory settlement of her demands,

other countries meanwhile suspending their war prep-!

arations. Trust William will use his great influence tc
j

induce Austria to accept this proposal, thus proving

that Germany and England are working together tc

prevent what would be an international catastrophe.
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While England, as we now know, was not

pressing either France or Russia for restraint in

any serious fashion, and while Germany had

been executing the plan suggested by George V
for two days, this telegram indicates at least the

formal unanimity of the British and German
governments up to a time which was hours after

the order for Russian general mobilization had

been dispatched. In other words, when the Rus-

sian mobilization was ordered, Germany and

England were apparently in full accord and en-

thusiastically cooperating to advance those dip-

lomatic negotiations best designed to preserve

the peace of Europe. As Loreburn says :

84

This was an acceptance by Germany of Sir Edward's

own suggestion—an event of enormous importance, for

London and Berlin were at one. We must appreciate

that London and Berlin were at one on 30th July in a

plan which would have preserved peace, if we are to

realize the full horror of what followed.

Unfortunately the Livre Noir, the Falsifications

of the Russian Orange Book, and the British doc-

uments had not appeared when Loreburn wrote,

and he could not know who was responsible for

these later horrors. We, today, are in no doubt.

England's inseparable ally approved the fatal

Russian general mobilization, and Grey, instead

of standing with Germany for peace, deserted

Germany and cast his lot with the aggressors.
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In the light of the above demonstration that to]

Germany had accepted and urged the Austrian wr

adoption of the more practicable plans for peace

before July 30th, and that Austria had assured

Russia that she would respect the territorial in-

tegrity and sovereignty of Serbia by July 28th,

we can readily understand with what levity Grey

viewed his own telegram to the British Ambas-

sador at Berlin on July 31st:
85

I said to the German Ambassador this morning that

if Germany could get any reasonable proposal put for-

ward which made it clear that Germany and Austria

were striving to preserve European peace, and that

Russia and France would be unreasonable if they re-

jected it, I would support it at St. Petersburg and

Paris, and go to the length of saying that if Russia and

France would not accept it his Majesty's Government

would have nothing more to do with the consequences, ne)

Austria and Germany had met Grey's condi-

tions by the 30th, but he did not keep his word.

If he had, war might quite possibly have been

prevented. By the 31st the pressure of Cam-

bon had become too heavy for him, and by

August 1st he did not even make adequate

use of the information that Austria had at

last acceded to the most persistent Russian de

mand, namely, a willingness to discuss directly

the terms of the ultimatum to Serbia.86 By the

close of the 31 st he had succumbed to Cambon,

Crowe and Nicolson and had begun his campaign
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to prepare English opinion for entry into the

war by his first move in the Belgian imposture. 87

6. Grey Surrenders to the War Makers

The next matter to be considered is the all-

important subject of the gradual capitulation of

Grey to the assaults of Sazonov, Cambon, Crowe,
Nicolson and Poincare. The conditional agree-

ment of England to aid France in the event of a

European war rested, as we have seen, upon the

Grey-Cambon correspondence of November 22,

1912. That was, as Grey said on August 3,

1914, "the starting-point for the Government
with regard to the present crisis."

88 This was
jonfirmed on August 2, 1914, but, as we shall

show below, it had ceased to be binding by the

next day, as Germany agreed to refrain from
those acts which bound England to intervene ac-

:ording to the note of August 2nd.

The campaign to wear down Grey's resistance

o the importunities of France and Russia began
;arly. On the 24th Buchanan telegraphed to

Grey that Sazonov "hoped that his Majesty's
jovernment would not fail to proclaim their

olidarity with Russia and France." 89 This
Dressure, encouraged by Crowe and Nicolson,

was kept up unceasingly until Grey began to

ireak on July 30th. On July 29th Sazonov sent

lis famous telegrams announcing the first Rus-
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sian order for mobilization and exhorting Benek-

endorff and the French authorities to get after

Grey at once and get England committed to the

military policies of France and Russia.
90 On

the next day Viviani telegraphed to Cambon to
j

begin working on Grey, and Izvolski informed

Sazonov to that effect. On the 30th the ten

kilometer withdrawal imposture was staged by

France and Grey's attention was called to it (if,

according to Campbell, he did not himself sug-

gest it). On July 30th Grey took his first im-

portant positive step towards the abyss. In an-

swer to Cambon's query he admitted that it was

time to discuss the bearing of the Grey-Camhon

correspondence of 1912 upon the present crisis.

This is not mentioned in the British Blue Booh.91

On the 31st Cambon's efforts were supplemented

by Viviani's appeals for an English decision to

stand by France, and particularly by Poincare's

direct telegram to George V asking him to make

a declaration that England could be counted in

on the side of France and Russia. All of

these appeals were hypocritically based upon the

allegation that such a decision would make for

peace by restraining Germany, though all re-

quests from the 29th onward were made after

the Russian decision upon the measures which

were certain to provoke war.92

The concentrated assault on the 31st was too

much for Grey. He broke down under the pres-
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sure and, though he would not yet give Cambon
any definite promise, he began to prepare the

ground for the decision. He knew that he would

hi have the greatest difficulty in swinging England
to for war to support France on the basis of an

ed agreement which he and Asquith had repeatedly

stated to the House of Commons did not exist.

Some high moral issue must be sought, and only

if, the possibility of a German invasion of Belgium

f; seemed to present itself for this purpose.

Hence, on the 31st he telegraphed to the British

Minister in Brussels: 93

You should say that I assume that the Belgian Gov-

ernment will maintain to the utmost of her power her

neutrality, which I desire and expect other Powers to

uphold and observe. You should inform the Belgian

Government that an early reply is desired.

Belgium replied at once: 94

Belgium expects and desires that other Powers will

observe and uphold her neutrality, Avhich she intends

to maintain to the utmost of her power.

On the same day Grey inquired of the French

and German governments what their attitudes

would be with regard to the invasion of Belgium.

The French, quite naturally, replied that they

would respect it.
95

It was a diplomatic joke of

the first order for Grey to propound this ques-

ts- tion to France, as nothing could have been fur-
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ther from French intentions than to take a step

so obviously in the face of British opinion at a

time when all hinged on British support. It

was equivalent to Senator Butler asking Frank

Stearns to declare himself for Calvin Coolidge

in the presidential campaign of 1924. Germany
would not commit herself in reply to Grey's

question, so Grey felt very comfortable and quite

hopeful of being able to use the Belgian issue

to arouse British opinion against Germany. He
met something of a reverse the next day, how-

ever, when he learned from the German Ambas-

sador that Germany would not invade Belgium

if England would declare her neutrality. This

would have upset his plans completely, and Grey

coldly refused the German proposal.96 It pre-

vented him, however, from having courage to de-

clare himself for France on August 1st.

On the 2nd of August the pressure from

France and Russia was augmented by that in

England. Grey had been importuned to inter-

vene by Nicolson and Crowe in the Foreign Of-

fice (see especially British Documents, Nos. 101,

369 and enclosure), and now he was besieged by

Bonar Law, Maxse and others of the "war gang"

in the Conservative Party. On the night of

August 1st the "war hawks" among Conserva-

tives were brought together in a secret confer-

ence by Leo J. Maxse, editor of the National Re-

view and the most vocal and detestable of British

chauvinists—a man wholly comparable in his
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views to General Bernhardi, Ernst Haase, Karl

Peters, Deroulede and Barres. They formu-

lated the following letter, which was taken to As-

quith and Grey early in the afternoon of August

2nd: 97

Dear Mr. AsauiTH,

—

Lord Lansdowne and I feel it our duty to inform you

that in our opinion, as well as in that of all the col-

leagues whom we have been able to consult, it would be

fatal to the honour and security of the United King-

dom to hesitate in supporting France and Russia at

the present juncture and we offer our unhesitating sup-

port to the Government in any measures they may con-

sider necessary for that object.

Yours very truly

A. Bonar Law.

At least Maxse, Law, et al. were frank in their

statement of the grounds of British intervention.

As Loreburn says: 08 "Not a word in it, ob-

serve, about Belgium. To support France and

Russia: that was the thing to be done." The
land legislation and Irish Home Rule were prob-

ably uppermost in their minds.

We may pause here to indicate that Grey not

only secretly and arbitrarily brought England

into war, but he also committed party treason in

addition. The Liberal Party was at this time

engaged in the most important program of social

legislation in the history of government, and was,

in particular, attacking the land problem for the

first time in a serious fashion." Perhaps their
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most relentless and implacable enemy m Eng-

land at the time was this same Andrew Bonar

Law. At a time when, according to Churchill,

a majority of the Liberal Cabinet were against

Grey, and when Morley, Burns and Trevelyan

were about to resign, Grey deserted his own

party and its interests and joined hands with his

enemies. His act was symbolic of the effect of

the War upon the Liberal Party as a whole: it

killed it as a real political force in England, in

the same way that Woodrow Wilson's entry into

the World War destroyed the Democratic Party

as an active and constructive force in American

political life. And the British loss was a far

more serious one, as the English Liberal Party

was a much more powerful factor in world prog-

ress in 1914 than the Democratic Party, even in

the early days of Wilson's administration. The

Manchester Guardian clearly pointed out' in 1914

that to enter the War meant the destruction of

the Liberal Party in England: "It is a war to

the knife between it and Liberalism. Either it

kills us or we kill it."

This ultimatum of the British reactionaries

brought action from Grey at once. He acceded

to Cambon's demand and handed him the long-

awaited document to the effect that:
100

I am authorized to give an assurance that, if the Ger-

man fleet come into the Channel or through the North

Sea to undertake hostile operations against French

coasts or shipping, the British fleet will give all the pro-

tection in its power.
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This assurance is, of course, subject to the policy of

his Majesty's Government receiving the support of Par-

liament, and must not be taken as binding his Majesty's

Government to take any action until the above con-

tingency of action by the German fleet takes place.

To Lord Bertie in Paris he reiterated the state-

ment: 101 "It did not bind us to go to war with

Germany unless the German fleet took the ac-

tion indicated." This is particularly important

to remember, because, on the next day, and be-

fore Grey's speech, Germany offered to refrain

absolutely from all attacks upon the French

coast if England would refrain from interven-

tion. Moreover, Lichnowsky made the astonish-

ing suggestion that Germany might be willing to

respect the integrity of France and the French

colonies in the event of war. This shows that

Grey was not legally bound after August 3rd by

his letter to Cambon on November 22, 1912; he

was not even bound by his agreement of August

2, 1914. Nor can he find justification in the Bel-

gian issue, for he gave Cambon his promise before

Belgium had even been threatened by Germany,
and after Germany had proposed to keep out of

Belgium if England would remain neutral. Pre-

mier Pashiteh's letter to his chief of staff on July

31st, indicates that he had British assurance of

intervention if France and Germany entered the
1 0°

war.

The above facts show that there was nothing

which Germany could have done in 1914 to keep
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England out of the War. Germany was press-

ing upon Vienna the diplomatic plans most

highly approved by Grey on July 30th, when the

Russian mobilization was ordered that made war

inevitable. This fatal mobilization was encour-

aged and supported unconditionally by France,

and Grey persisted in coming to the aid of

France, though all the foundations of his obliga-

tion to do so had evaporated before he made his

speech asking Parliament for permission to sup-

port France. Not only did Grey refuse to stand

with Germany for peace through diplomatic

pressure of the sort which he had himself warmly

seconded ; he also refused to attempt to dissuade

Russia from mobilization ; and he likewise refused

to refrain from attacking Germany after Ger-

many had proposed not to invade Belgium, had

agreed not to attack the French Channel ports,

and had asked Grey to formulate any set of con-

ditions for British neutrality.
103

As to the motives for this absolute and ada-

mant determination to enter the War, we are

probably safe in saying that with Grey, Asquith

and Haldane it was primarily a conviction of

national interest, as well as a sense of obligation

of honor to support France. Unquestionably,

with the reactionary clique led by Maxse, Law,

Carson, and the Harmsworth press, it was chiefly

a desire to crush Germany, and to forestall the

Liberal land reforms and Irish Home Rule pro-
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gram with the aid of France wholly secondary.
104

The degree to which Grey was torn by con-

flicting convictions, his partial appreciation of

Germany's efforts for peace, and his qualms

about the wisdom of his commitments to France

are all well brought out in his telegram to Sir

Edward Goschen on July 30th. In this he told

Goschen to inform Bethmann-IIollweg that if

any way could be found to get through the 1914

crisis without war, Grey would see to it that

a European organization including Germany

would be created in the place of the alliance

of Russia, France and England against Ger-

many. In other words, when it was too late

Grey both saw and admitted the futility and fail-

ure of his balance of power scheme. 105 As Dr.

Henderson says of this significant passage in the

telegram to Goschen: 106 "Grey himself, in the

end, we know, saw the enormity of what he had

done. As he stood naked and shivering before

the spectre of death, he repented, and said to the

Germans"

:

If the peace of Europe can be preserved, and the pres-

ent crisis safely passed, my own endeavor will be to pro-

mote some arrangement to which Germany could be a

party, by which she could be assured that no aggressive

or hostile policy would be pursued against her or her

allies by France, Russia, and ourselves, jointly or sep-

arately.
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But the Russian mobilization had already been

let loose, and Cambon was shortly afterwards to

overcome Grey. Not until after the four years

of carnage and then seven years of blind diplo-

macy of revenge and recrimination among former

allies was Europe, at Locarno, to realize even

in part the vision which Grey held up for a mo-

ment on July 30, 1914, and then allowed to

drop into the mire of the Franco-Russian will

for war.

7. Why Grey Threw England into the

War

In his recent memoirs Grey takes occasion to

justify his attitude towards intervention in 1914.

He puts first the agreements with France, but on

the basis of English interests rather than tech-

nical obligation. It is significant that he admits

that Cambon, quite wisely, stressed England's in-

terests rather than her obligations to France

throughout the period of his pestering Grey from

July 30th to August 2nd. 107 Grey's attempt to

justify his conduct towards Germany is, quite

inevitably, entirely misleading and evasive. He
charges time and again that Germany rejected

his plan for a conference, and implies that this

was the only diplomatic proposal during the

crisis.
108 He exploits again the threadbare and

preposterous untruth that Germany was over-
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whelmingly more powerful than the Entente in a

military sense.
109 He holds that France recog-

nized this enormous superiority of Germany

and stood in abject dread of war: 110

France, indeed, dreaded war, and did all she could to

avoid it. French minds were probably more preoccu-

pied with the awful peril of war to France than with the

dread of war as a general catastrophe. The immense

growth and strength of Germany had smothered all

French intention to attempt a revanclie.

Apparently forgetful of the above he tells us

some forty pages further on in the same vol-

ume: 111

It must be remembered that both British and French

military opinion of the highest order held (in 1914<)

that the French Army and the British Expeditionary

Force would together be able to resist successfully a

German attack, even if France and Britain were alone

and unsupported by Russia.

When we remember that Poincare was telling

Izvolski two years before, prior to the enormous

Russian army increases, that the French Gen-

eral Staff held that France and Russia alone

could whip Germany and Austria, 112 we may

doubt the intensity of the fear of Germany enter-

tained by Poincare, Millerand, Delcasse, Viviani,

and Messimy.

Not only was Germany powerful; according to

Grey she was equally bellicose. To clinch this
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he cites the opinion of President Wilson's rep-

resentative, Colonel Edward M. House, who had

just come from Germany to England in July,

1914, and confirmed Grey's opinion of the bel-

ligerent state of the German psychology: 113

Earlier in the slimmer Colonel House had been in Lon-

don, and I had seen him then. He had just come from

Berlin, and he had spoken with grave feeling of the im-

pression he had received there; how the air seemed full

of the clash of arms, of readiness to strike. This might

have been discounted as the impression which would nat-

urally have been produced on an American seeing at

close quarters a continental military system for the

first time. It was as alien to our temperament as to

his, but it was familiar to us. We had lived beside it

for years ; we had known and watched its growth ever

since 1870. But House was a man of exceptional

knowledge and cool judgment.

Since Grey published in his memoirs this al-

leged opinion rendered by Colonel House, von

Jagow, German Foreign Secretary in 1914, has

published the following letter of Colonel House

to the Kaiser on July 8, 1914: 114

London, July 8, 1914.

Sir!

Your Imperial Majesty will doubtless recall our con-

versation at Potsdam, and that with the President's con-

sent and approval I came to Europe for the purpose

of ascertaining whether or not it was possible to bring
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about a better understanding between the Great Powers,

to the end that there might be a continuation of peace,

and later a beneficent economic readjustment which a

lessening of armaments would insure. Because of the

commanding position your Majesty occupies, and be-

cause of your well-known desire to maintain peace, I

came, as your Majesty knows, directly to Berlin. I

can never forget the gracious acceptance of the gen-

eral purposes of my mission, the masterly exposition of

the world wide political conditions as they exist to-day

and the prophetic forecast as to the future which your

Majesty then made. I received every reasonable as-

surance of your Majesty's cordial approval of the

President's purpose, and I left Germany happy in the

belief that your Majesty's great influence would be

thrown in behalf of peace and the broadening of the

world's commerce. . . .

I have the honor to be, Sir, with the greatest respect,

your Majesty's very obedient Servant,

Edward M. House.

In the recently published Intimate Papers of

Colonel House, edited by Professor Charles Sey-

mour, we find a complete substantiation of this

letter published by von Jagow. In fact, in his

papers Colonel House is even more decisive in

declaring his convictions as to the pacific philos-

ophy and program of the Kaiser, and he confirms

the thesis of the present writer that the Kaiser

was opposed to war because he recognized that

it was to the interest of Germany to continue

peaceful methods. House, on the other hand,
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describes George V as "the most pugnacious

monarch loose in these parts."

Grey also attempts to excuse his conduct in

1914 on the basis of the assertion, similar to that

exploited by Poincare, Viviani and Asquith, to

the effect that Germany's peace efforts in 1914

were of no significance because Bethmann-

Hollweg had no power whatever, the general

staff being in control from the first.
115 We now

know that Bethmann-Hollweg was in absolute

control of the situation until at least twenty

hours after the order had been issued for the

Russian general mobilization. But the supreme

absurdity in Grey's apologia comes in his state-

ment of just why, after all, he knew that Ger-

many wanted war in 1914. In answering this

question he makes the most preposterous state-

ment which has thus far been uttered among
the diverse reasons which have been put for-

ward for holding Germany guilty in 1914. Not
even James M. Beck has delivered himself of

such puerile nonsense. Grey's reason is as fol-

lows: 116

The precedent of 1870 was ominous ; we all knew how

Prussian militarism had availed itself of this time and

season of the year to strike. The same time and sea-

son of the year were now approaching.

This passage appears to the writer to be easily

the nadir point of drivel to which the Entente
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mythology has descended, compared with which

Mr. Morgenthau's Potsdam Conference is a dig-

nified and credible tale.

But after all his diversified quibbling, Grey

comes back to the fact that the real reason for his

entering the War was because he felt that it was

for the best interests of England to do so. In a

long, and one of the most eloquent, passages of

his memoirs Grey sets forth why he believes that

it was to the interest of England to enter the

war in 1914: 117

Paris would have been taken according to the Ger-

man calculation. Paris very nearly was taken; there

was nothing to spare. If there had been lacking any^

thing, French or British, that was used to stop the

retreat and accomplish the battle of the Marne, the

Germans would have reached Paris ; the absence of the

British Expeditionary Force would have made a differ-

ence that would have been fatal. How long France

would have been able to hold out after Paris fell is mat-

ter for military conjecture. Her fleet having to con-

tain the Austrian Fleet in the Mediterranean could not

have kept the Atlantic and Channel sea communications

open. France would have been cut off from foreign

supplies of iron and coal, of which some of her most

valuable supplies would have been in German hands, as

indeed they actually were even after the battle of the

Marne. The end was certain. Huge defeats of Rus-

sian armies would have followed ; and, with no prospect

of recovery in France, those elements in Russia that

were always susceptible to German influence would have
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asserted themselves. Russia would have made peace

in no very long time
;
especially if Germany, having

gained the day, had been wise enough to make the terms

appear easy. Then Germany would have been supreme

on the Continent. Belgium would have been under her

heel. The fear of the fate of Belgium would have been

before the eyes of every neutral State ; the position of

Italy, who had refused to join the other two members

of the Triple Alliance in the war, would not have been

pleasant.

Consider what the position of Britain would have

been. We should have been isolated ; we should have

had no friend in the world; no one would have hoped or

feared anything from us, or thought our friendship

worth having.

We should have been discredited, should have been

held to have played an inglorious and ignoble part.

Even in the United States we should have suffered in

good opinion. Those Americans who were outspokenly

pro-Ally and who wanted the United States to join the

Allies at once much earlier than their own country

eventually did, would have despised us. We would have

lost what pro-British sympathy there was in the United

States, and we should have gained nothing there: the

feeling that was indifferent about us would have re-

mained indifferent ; the feeling that was anti-British

would have been anti-British still. Every neutral coun-

try would have held that we had turned our back on a

clear obligation to Belgium and done this in spite of the

Belgian appeal and of the fight she herself was making

against overwhelming odds.

We should have been hated. Even after the Franco-

Pr

la
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Prussian War of 1870 we incurred much odium for hav-

ing stood aside. I think the odium was then quite un-

reasonable, but the tertius gaudens is always hated.

Our intense unpopularity on the Continent at some pre-

vious times has been due largely to the opinion that we

were always taking a hand and never taking a side. In

those days we had boasted of a "splendid isolation"

—

in other words, of having no friend. Of late years we

had found the position of having no friend to be unsafe

;

we had made friends. If we had stood aside now, we

should again have had no friends. France and Rus-

sia would not have loved Germany after the war, but in

one thing they would have been ready to join with her,

and this would have been in a policy directed against

Britain, who had stood aside while they suffered. In

Germany militarism and navalism would have been su-

preme. The Socialism in Germany of which we heard

so much, counted for nothing on the outbreak of war.

For a time, after a triumphant, war, it must have been

still more subordinate ; if it had become troublesome, its

energies would have been turned into patriotic channels

once more, this time in war against Britain. And that

war we should certainly have had to face. Germany

would have wielded the whole diplomatic strength of

the Continent. For a time we might have struggled on

ingloriously, squeezed and thwarted everywhere. There

would have been weakness, moreover, inside the Empire.

What the Dominions would have thought I do not ven-

ture to say, but quite a substantial section of British

opinion would have regarded with shame the conduct of

this country in standing aside ; some of our self-respect

would have gone. Finally, when the German fleet was
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ready, war would have been forced on us, and we should I

have been found dispirited, half beaten before the war

began. By that time the full range of the big gun, the
J

extended use of the submarine, would have been known ;
|

the French shores would have been in unfriendly hands,
I

and the Channel would have been closed to us. Can
anyone say that this picture is remote from probabil-

ity? If anyone thinks so, let him read the second edi-
j

tion of von Biilow's book and the Memoirs and Letters
]\

of von Kiderlen Waechter, and consider German feel- i

ing and the part played by German militarism in policy
i

before the war. Then let him picture to himself faith-
j

fully what German militarism and its policy would have i

meant for us after a war from which Germany had i

emerged supreme.

Grey thus comes to the same ultimate con-
jj

elusion which Dr. Ewart has arrived at in his i

monumental treatise in dealing with the causes
j]

for England's entry into the war: 118

British self-interest was the reason for the form of

the Belgian treaty in 1839; for entente relations with I

France and Russia ; for support of these powers in vari-
|

ous crises; for military and naval conventions with

France; for naval arrangements with Russia; for Sir
J

Edward Grey's letters to the French ambassador of

22 November, 1912, and 2 August, 1914 ; and for enter- I

ing upon the war. . . .

Speaking generally, then, we say that the United
{

Kingdom joined in entente relations with France

and Russia, and entered the war because her inter- !
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ests pointed a course in opposition to Germany. • • •

The action of the United Kingdom in 1870 was in-

consistent with the idea of existing obligation to defend

Belgian neutrality.

British opinion in 1887 repudiated liability to with-

stand the passage of German armies through Belgium.

Sir Edward Grey's attitude in 1914, as revealed in

the diplomatic correspondence, was inconsistent with the

idea of the existence of treaty obligation to defend Bel-

gian neutrality.

It is clear therefore that the United Kingdom was

under no treaty obligation to interfere in the war. . . .

Though usually well hidden beneath many assertions

of disinterested motive—hidden sometimes from the as-

serters themselves—British self-interest was the reason

why British troops fought in Flanders and elsewhere.

It was not because Serbia was right and Austria-

Hungary wrong. The merits of the quarrel between

these two countries were unconsidered and deemed to be

irrelevant. It was not because of obligation to France

—although obligation existed. And it was not because

of obligation to Belgium—for there was none. It was

because British interests were at stake.

Professor Charles Austin Beard, in a lengthy

review of Grey's memoirs, comes to a similar

conclusion:
119

The most extraordinary feature of Viscount Grey's

whole survey is the practical indifference shown to any-

thing outside of the British Empire which does not im-

pinge immediately and obviously on British interests.
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8. What Grey's Folly Cost England

It might be worth while to scrutinize briefly

the validity of Sir Edward's catalogue of the

calamities which would have come to England if

she had not entered the War on the side of

France and Russia, and to present a brief review

of the disasters which actually accompanied Eng-

land's participation in the conflict. In the first

place, there is no proof whatever that things

would have actually turned out as Grey pre-

dicts if England had not gone into the War.

Instead of German animosity and an ultimate

war to the death between England and Germany,

the result would much more likely have been

German gratitude and an Anglo-German En-

tente which would have dominated the Eastern

Hemisphere. The military crowd in France

and Russia would have been thoroughly dis-

credited, and the Russian Revolution would

have come sooner than it did. Grey fails com-

pletely to mention the point made by the Man-
chester Guardian, namely, the disastrous results

to England of a decisive and early Entente vic-

tory which would have strengthened the Rus-

sian autocracy, given Russia the Straits, and in-

creased the Russian menace to the British Empire

in the Near East. America would have gone in

its opinion as England did, because our Euro-

pean news came chiefly through the Harmsworth
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papers. Without the English navy to blockade

German ports, we might have sold munitions to

both groups of combatants, and hence loved them
both, with our affection distributed in direct pro-

portion to our sales. If the German navy had

been able to blockade the French ports, we should

have sold our products primarily to the Central

Powers, and would have loved them as we actu-

ally did the Entente after 1914. Still further,

Grey fails to state that if he had declared for

strict English neutrality as early as July 24th

there might not have been any war at all.

But all of the above is highly hypothetical.

We have no means of knowing just what would

have happened if England had not intervened,

but we do know what did happen to England
because she did come in. The catalogue of these

losses and disasters seems to the present writer

much more impressive than the highly hypo-

thetical list of potential ills which possibly might

have fallen to the lot of England if she had re-

frained from hostilities. To follow Sir Ed-
ward's precedent in the scale of values we may
first mention the destruction of England's mate-

rial prosperity caused by the War. In 1914

English manufacturing and trade had reached a

high level of development, unemployment was
relatively slight, and the excellent system of so-

cial legislation was offering protection and se-

curity to the laboring classes. England was in
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better condition economically and socially than

at any previous time in her history.

As the result of the War, with its destruction

of the prosperity of other countries and the

growth of the Ghandi movement and similar

tendencies towards the boycott of British goods,

England descended to a lower level of economic

misery than at any earlier period of her historic

development. The aftermath of the Napoleonic

Wars was far less severe in its economic inci-

dence. 120 More than a million have been unem-

ployed, and have been kept alive by government

allowances which have enormously increased the

operating expenses of the government. The

War, indeed, has brought England to a situation

where it will be faced for generations by the al-

ternative of widespread unemployment, poverty

and misery or wholesale emigration to other parts

of the world. The poverty, misery, unemploy-

ment, sickness, sorrow and other incidental ef-

fects of the War and the period since have served

greatly to lower the morale of the English

people. 121 Incidentally, it may be remarked

that the War destroyed for the time being the

purchasing power of England's best continental

customers, Germany and Russia, in the interest

of her least important customer among the major

states, France.

To this loss of prosperity must be added the

enormous increase in the public debt of England,
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together with the terrific advance in the burden

of taxation to pay off the war expenses—a bur-

den of taxation which must be met by a country

on a much lower level of financial power than

was maintained in 1914. England's pre-War

debt was only £700,000,000. In 1919 it stood at

£6,750,000,000.
122

It must, further, be remem-

bered that the financial incidence of the War fell

particularly hard upon England, as she has been

the one major European power which has at-

tempted to keep her exchange up to par, and has

avoided the seductive temptation of inflation.

Next to the economic losses of England we
may put the loss of life.

123 The known and as-

sumed dead from England who fell in the World
War are estimated at 938,904. If we follow the

London Morning Post and give each a capital-

ized valuation of .£828, the economic loss of

the English dead amounts to £695,420,512.

Though Sir Edward would probably refuse to

recognize such an item, it might be timidly sug-

gested that there are certain incidental features

of this toll of dead, such as the sorrow, suffering

and dependency of bereaved relatives which must
be added to the economic loss of England on the

battlefield. In addition to the dead, there were

617,740 English soldiers seriously wounded and

1,441,394 wounded in differing degrees. It

must be borne in mind that, aside from economic

waste and the psychological suffering, this loss
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of English manhood in death and serious maim-

ing means a great biological lesion in the English

nation. The best physical types of England

have been removed in considerable part by the

War. All the eugenic proposals that Francis

Galton, Karl Pearson and their disciples could

propose and institute in a century or more were

far more than offset by the biological incidence of

the War upon England.

In international relations the War ended with

equally unfortunate results for England. The

Triple Entente was completely disrupted. Rus-

sia was lost by internal corruption and revolu-

tion. France was lost through the continuation

of her aggressive plans for the destruction of

Germany after the Armistice, in which, be it said

to her everlasting credit, England at last refused

to participate.
124 How much better it would

have been for England, France and the world if

England had "ditched" the Poincare gang in

1913 instead of ten years later! Instead of

the probable German gratitude and good-will,

which would have resulted from British non-

intervention in 1914, there has developed in Ger-

many a far more deep-seated hatred of England

than existed before the War.
Again, the War brought to England the great-

est humiliation in her history. In the place of

the purely mythological German hegemony on
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the Continent has appeared the actual French

hegemony. Instead of the inferior German
navy, which never in any menacing degree chal-

lenged the naval supremacy of England, we
have the actual enormous preponderance of the

French aircraft. For the first time in her his-

tory, England is no longer free from invasion.

Likewise, for the first time in her national exist-

ence she has come to the point where she dare not

assume a wholly independent position in foreign

policy because of the fear of invasion by a foreign

country. She has been compelled to acquiesce in

many aspects of French foreign policy on the

Continent, of which she heartily disapproved, be-

cause she did not dare openly to break with

France. The country, to protect whose Channel

ports England made the above-mentioned enor-

mous sacrifices, has become the most dangerous

enemy England has ever known in her history,

compared with which the French menace in the

time of Napoleon was negligible. In the spring

of 1924 many well-to-do parents in London had
made arrangements with people in the country

to take their children in the event of war with

France and the consequent French air-raids

upon London. Then, while there was much
anti-English sentiment in Germany in 1914, the

attitude of the average German towards Eng-
land in 1914 was one of the warmest affection,
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not to say adulation, as compared with the senti-

ments entertained by the average Frenchman to-

wards the English in 1927.

Finally, the War had a most unfortunate re-

action upon the British Empire by stimulating

nationalistic and independence movements every-

where. The temporary enthusiasm for united

action, which was generated early in the War,

has now suffered a great relapse, and few intelli-

gent and informed observers doubt that the War
greatly weakened the cohesive influences in the

British Empire. Many of the most penetrating

students of the problem even go so far as to state

that the War meant the beginning of the end for

the Empire.

Last, and not least, the War bore out the dire

predictions of the Manchester Guardian in 1914

that it was an alternative of keeping out of the

War or destroying the Liberal Party. To the

writer this seems in many ways the most serious

loss which England sustained during the War.

In the writer's opinion the Liberal Party and

its policy and achievements from 1905 to 1914

marked the highest level to which the socio-

political development of mankind has ever

attained. It was the one government which

seemed to give proof that democracy might prove

capable of coping with the complex problems of

the post-Industrial Revolution age. Compared

with it, the American government, even under



FRANCE INVOLVES ENGLAND 537

President Roosevelt, was crude, undeveloped and

ineffective. Now it appears to be gone forever.

The Labor Party is not yet prepared or powerful

enough to take over the political and economic

life of England, and the country seems com-

mitted indefinitely to the amiable and dignified

futility of the Tories.

Such is the debt which, by his own confession,

England owes to her late Foreign Secretary, Vis-

count Grey. These are the cold facts to be

opposed to his nebulous and dubious hypotheses

which were quoted above. George V is said to

have remarked to Walter Hines Page shortly

after the outbreak of hostilities: "My God, Mr.
Page, what else could we do?" 123

If Mr. Page
were still in our midst the King now might well

remark: "My God, Mr. Page, what else could

we have done which would have been worse for

England?" And still Lord Grey is more re-

vered in England today than in 1914. Even Mr.
A. G. Gardiner and the Manchester Guardian,

who bitterly attacked him in 1914, now hold that

his weak, dishonest and evasive memoirs consti-

tute the vindication of his career. These memoirs
seem likely to create a "Grey Myth" of even

more heroic proportions than the "Page Legend"
in America.

As to the primary responsibility of Grey,

Crowe and Nicolson for pushing England into

the War there can be no doubt. When, in 1915,
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Sazonov was inclined to criticize Grey for his

policy in regard to Italy Benckendorff tele-

graphed to Sazonov on April 6, 1915: 126

I should like to be able to help modify your severe

judgment of Grey in view of the services he has rendered

us since the beginning of the crisis. Let me add for

your own most personal information that there is a

feeling which almost never quits Grey and that to some

extent is justified—namely, that, in the moment of the

indecision of the English public and of all the ministers,

it was Grey above all who dragged England into the

war, and that for this reason he always has a feeling of

the most profound personal responsibility quite apart

from that, of the Cabinet. Still I don't see any symp-

tom that his energy of decision is affected by it.

Indeed, Grey admits his personal responsibility

in his memoirs and allows the reader to pass

judgment upon him on the basis of the wisdom of

the decision.* He unquestionably carried the

day by his famous speech of August 3rd, to-

gether with his later exploitation of the Belgian

issue. Dr. Ernest F. Henderson thus describes

Grey's speech in what appears to the writer to be

an admirable characterization—stressing the re-

markable combination of fundamental deception

and ostensible moral earnestness:
127

It was a masterly speech, one of the most masterly

ever delivered. Sir Edward actually succeeded in mak-

* The new British documents show Grey much more loath to

enter the conflict than Nicolson or Crowe.
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ing black seem white to the majority in that House—
said what he did not mean and meant what he did not

say: built up a structure on no foundation—knocked

the props away himself—and let it hang dangling in

the air. A masterly speech! The last and greatest

achievement of Sir Edward's persuasive eloquence.

His evident deep emotion, his undoubted earnestness

and sincerity, his certainty that he was right, won him

the victory.

As bearing upon the discrepancy between the

theory of democratic Britain, with its assumed

Parliamentary control of foreign policy, and the

actual autocracy and secrecy of Grey and his as-

sociates, we may here appropriately call atten-

tion to the fact that the mobilization of the Brit-

ish Expeditionary Force was ordered on August

3rd before Grey had received Parliamentary ap-

proval of his policy of intervention and before

Belgium had been invaded.

While scholars may differ widely upon the sub-

ject, it seems to the present writer that the "ver-

dict of history" will be in harmony with the

words of a critic speaking from the floor of the

House of Commons after Sir Edward had fin-

ished his speech: 128

I regret very much that at the end of eight years the

best you can say of the policy that has been pursued

—

of the Triple Entente—is that it should have landed us

in a war like this

!
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9. Grey's Psychology in 1914- c

There is an interesting problem connected with

the development of Grey's psychology during ^

this period; the question of how the man who '

loved peace in the abstract allowed himself to get

into war in the concrete with no adequate cause, I

and ended by justifying his conduct. The writer E

has examined the various critiques of and apolo- f

gies for the conduct of Sir Edward Grey in 1914, ;1

and the following interpretation seems to him the 1

most plausible and probable: Grey was a man ^

of peace in the sense of being for peace as long 1

as it preserved the status quo and protected the 1

integrity and entirety of British imperial inter- 1

ests. It must be recognized that it is easy to be '

for peace when a country has attained to the

"lordship of the world," and merely desires to

be maintained securely in this position. When
anything seemed likely to challenge British in-

terests Grey was as alert as Izvolski and Poin-

care. A number of things prevented him from

taking in 1914 the statesmanlike stand which he

had assumed in the Balkan crisis of 1912-13.

He hesitated and vacillated in his policy and at-

titude until the situation had developed so far

towards a general European war as to be difficult

to recall or control. Not until August 1st, ap-

parently, did Sir Edward come to see that peace

could be maintained only by restraining the Rus-
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sian mobilization. He refused to take any posi-

tive steps to obstruct this. This made war be-

tween Austria and Germany and France and

Russia inevitable, and Grey knew that this would

force him, sooner or later, to reveal the nature of

his secret negotiations with France and Russia.

His guilty feeling in this regard, caused by his

previous denials of any such arrangements, led

to an inflation of his compensatory mechanisms

and the resulting ardent desire to justify his acts

and prove them the desirable policy for Britain.

His sensitiveness on this point made him quite

unwilling to concede for a minute the right to

question his statesmanship and personal recti-

tude. His amour-propre was still further af-

fected by the resignation of Morley and Burns

from the Cabinet and his criticism by others in

the Cabinet and the House of Commons. Un-

der the circumstances he had to go through with

the war policy to save his face. The conflict be-

tween his underlying desire for peace and his

aversion to the concrete horrors of war, on the

one hand, and his injured pride and sense of

power and responsibility which led to war, on

the other, made him more than usually "muddle-

headed" in the crucial periods of the crisis, espe-

cially after July 30th. A steady determination

to go to war if France did, no matter under what

conditions, was the only fixed idea which Grey

preserved throughout the crisis—the only point
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on which there was no vacillation. This rendered

him unusually susceptible to the suggestions and

control of those who, like Maxse, Law, Crowe

and Nicolson, were in no sense confused, but

knew just exactly what they wanted and precisely

how they expected to get it. Once the decision

for war had been made, Grey was hard put to it

for some noble moral issue to soothe his con-

science on the matter of his secret diplomacy and

the adoption of a method which was repugnant to

his finer sensibilities and deepest convictions.

This he found in the German invasion of Bel-

gium, and he quite naturally exploited this

heaven-sent opportunity to the utmost.

V. SIR EDWARD GREY AND THE BELGIAN

IMPOSTURE

No legend with respect to the causes of the

War is more firmly established, and at the same

time more absolutely without foundation in fact,

than the assumption that Great Britain entered

the War because of the German invasion of Bel-

gium. The British ultimatum to Germany on

August 4th stated that: "His Majesty's Gov-

ernment feel bound to take all steps in their

power to uphold the neutrality of Belgium and

the observance of a treaty to which Germany is

as much a party as ourselves." In his speech on
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August 6, 1914, Asquith contended that the ob-

ject of England's entry into the War was: 129

To fulfil a solemn international obligation, an obliga-

tion which, if it had been entered into between private

persons in the ordinary concerns of life, would have been

regarded as an obligation not only of law but of honor,

which no self-respecting man could possibly have re-

pudiated.

Again, in his apology, The Genesis of the War,

he repeats the same point of view: 130

The German Government had deliberately outraged,

by one and the same act (the German invasion of Bel-

gium), two deep-seated sentiments, which alike in Great

Britain and Ireland, are always alive and ready to show

themselves alert : the sense of the sanctity of treaty ob-

ligations ; and the feeling that it is impossible for people

of our blood and history to be content to stand by, and

; help keep a ring while a big bully sets to work to thrash

and trample to the ground a victim, who has given him

no provocation, and who is his equal in everything but

size and physical strength.

;We have already stated Grey's view as expressed

in the British ultimatum to Germany, though it

is interesting to note that on August 2nd, in an-

swer to a direct question by Paul Cambon, Grey

had stated that he could not yet tell whether

the Cabinet would decide that an invasion of Bel-

gium was a valid cause for British intervention.
131

On August 3rd, in his great speech before the
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House, he took the view that the Belgian issue
'

was of the highest importance and a binding ob-

ligation upon England: 132

The treaty is an old treaty—1839—and that was the

view taken of it in 1870. It is one of those treaties I

which are founded, not only on consideration for Bel-
0]

gium, which benefits under the treaty, but in the interests

of those who guarantee the neutrality of Belgium. The

honour and interests are, at least, as strong to-day as in 81

1870, and we cannot take a more narrow view or a less 111

serious view of our obligations, and of the importance 111

of those obligations, than was taken by Mr. Gladstone's

government in 1870.

In spite of the fact that two days before he had

had a definite proposal from the German Am- '<

bassador to the effect that Germany would keep 1

out of Belgium if England would remain neu- ^

tral, Grey devoted a large share of his speech to P

an appeal for British intervention in case Ger- v

many invaded Belgium. It was the first public "

launching of the barrage of propaganda designed c

to obscure the real reason for intervention. In 1

his memoirs he continues unflinchingly his thesis 11

that England was legally bound to enter the r

War to defend Belgium and that this was a lead- '

ing cause of British participation.
133 A similar f

view was expressed by Lloyd George in 1915: 134

|

Our honour as a nation is involved in this war, be- u

cause we are bound in an honorable obligation to defend
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the independence, the liberty, the integrity of a small

neighbour that has lived peaceably ; but she could not

have compelled us, being weak. The man who declines

to discharge his debt because his creditor is too poor

to enforce it, is a blackguard.

Likewise, George V, in his speech to Parliament

on September 18, 1914, said:
135

After every endeavor had been made by my govern-

ment to preserve the peace of the world, I was compelled

in the assertion of treaty obligations deliberately set at

naught, and for the protection of the public laws of

Europe, and the vital interests of my Empire, to go to

war.

We shall now proceed to show how completely-

lacking in any foundation in fact are all of the

above contentions by distinguished Englishmen.

We have even decided that it is best not to

treat the Belgian issue as an integral part of

the British diplomacy in the crisis of 1914, as it

had no primary influence on the British de-

(
j
cisions. Grey agreed to participate entirely ir-

respective of Belgium, and he refused to agree

j s

not to participate in case Belgian neutrality was

e
respected. The only relation that Belgium had

to British intervention was that Grey refused to

promise Cambon definitely that England would
i intervene until he had reasonable assurance that

Germany would invade Belgium (after her neu-

trality proposal had been coldly rejected by
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Grey) and that Belgium would resist. This

would provide the lofty moral issue which would

inflame the British public against Germany,

and quickly lead them to forget that England

was actually going into the War because of

secret promises to France, the nature and ex-

istence of which Grey had repeatedly denied, and

had partially obscured even in his speech of

August 3rd. He tells us himself in his memoirs

he would have tried to put England into the War
irrespective of Belgium, and that he would have

resigned if he had failed.
136 In our refutation

of Grey's Belgian imposture of 1914 we shall

not rely upon German critics or British socialists,

but upon the documents and the analyses of the

legal facts by the two most distinguished British

lawyers who have examined the problem, the

Earl of Loreburn, former Lord Chancellor of

England, and Dr. J. S. Ewart, one of the ablest

of Canadian jurists.

In the first place, we may point out that there

was no treaty obligation whatever binding Eng-

land to protect the neutrality of Belgium. Such

an obligation was alleged by Grey and his asso-

ciates to reside in the treaty of 1839, but this

only bound the various signatory powers not to

violate Belgian neutrality themselves. It did

not in any way bind them to intervene to protect

Belgian neutrality.
1

'
57 Loreburn has summa-

rized these facts in succinct fashion: 138
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Very few people will be found to deny that we have

great interests in preventing a great military Power,

be it Germany or be it France, from securing a mastery

of the Belgian coast. Nor can it be denied that the

spectacle of some military bully devastating that small

kingdom, while we passively looked on across the narrow

seas, would be regarded as a dishonor and an affront to

the United Kingdom. In these circumstances it does

not much signify whether or not we were in 1914 bound

by Treaty to defend Belgium against invasion. For
the sake of historical accuracy, however, it is right to

say that we were not so bound either by the Treaty of

1839 or by any other instrument. All that we did in

1839 was to sign, together with Austria, France, Prus-

sia, Russia and Holland, an agreement that Belgium

should be a perpetually neutral State. We bound our-

selves, as did the others, not to violate that neutrality,

but did not bind ourselves to defend it against the en-

croachment of any other Power. That is the plain ef-

fect of the document.

The distinguished English historian, G. P.

Gooch, in the latest authoritative treatment of

the subject in the third volume of the Cambridge
History of British Foreign Policy} comes to the

same conclusion as Loreburn

:

The Guarantee of 1839, as Palmerston pointed out,

sjave a right, but did not impose an obligation to defend

Belgian neutrality. Gladstone's Treaties with France

and Prussia in 1870 were only necessary because that

sf 1839 did not automatically invoke action.
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Gladstone, in 1870, far from contending that

the treaty of 1839 obligated England to inter-

vene to protect Belgian neutrality, actually rec-

ognized that it did not, and secured the consent

of France and Prussia to a new treaty binding

them not to violate Belgium during the course of

that particular war under penalty of British in-

tervention. The British intervention under such

circumstances was to be limited solely to opera-

tions in Belgium. The treaty was to lapse

upon the cessation of hostilities in the Franco-

Prussian War, and conditions were to revert to

the situation under the treaty of 1839. There

was, thus, no precedent in Gladstone's action for

the conduct of Grey in 1914, and Gladstone held

that the treaty of 1839 did not require British

intervention.
139 He acted solely from the dic-

tates of what he believed to be British interests.

In 1887, when war between France and Ger-

many seemed possible, British opinion was de-

cidedly against the obligation of Great Britain

to intervene to prevent the passage of German

troops through Belgium. Dr. Ewart well sum-

marizes the relevant facts in regard to the false

statement of Grey and the British Cabinet in

1914 that England was under a definite treaty

obligation to protect Belgium against foreign
• „ 140

invasion

:

1. The Belgian treaty (really treaties) of 1839 con-

tains no obligation to defend Belgium or Belgian neu-

trality.
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2. The action of the United Kingdom in 1870 was

inconsistent with the idea of existing obligation to de-

fend Belgian neutrality.

3. British opinion in 1887 repudiated liability to

withstand the passage of German armies through Bel-

gium.

4. Sir Edward Grey's attitude in 1914, as revealed

in the diplomatic correspondence, was inconsistent with

the existence of treaty obligation to defend Belgian neu-

trality.

5. It is clear therefore that the United Kingdom was

under no treaty obligation to intervene in the war.

6. Sir Edward Grey did not desire Belgian neutral-

ity. He refused to agree to British neutrality on con-

dition that Germany refrain from invasion of Belgium;

and he urged Belgium to resist.

7. Before the German invasion of Belgium had com-

menced or been threatened, Sir Edward Grey, by his let-

ter of 2 August, had made neutrality impossible.

8. Although for rallying purposes, Mr. Asquith told

the public that they were fighting in pursuance of high

moral duty, the efficacy of that sort of appeal disap-

peared under the stress of protracted war and was dis-

carded.

9. British self-interest was the reason for the form of

the Belgian treaty in 1839 ; for entente relations with

France and Russia ; for the support of these powers in

various crises ; for military and naval conventions with

France ; for naval arrangements with Russia ; for Sir

Edward Grey's letters to the French Ambassador of

22 November, 1912, and 2 August, 1914; and for enter-

ing upon the war.

Not only international lawyers and historians,
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but every English statesman who faced the Bel-

gian issue—Palmerston, Lord Derby, Gladstone

and Salisbury—all agreed that the treaty of 1839

did not bind England to defend Belgian neu-

trality.

Another point of importance is the current as-

sumption that neither France nor England has

ever considered so base an act as the violation of

Belgium, this being something which only a

Teuton could contemplate. As a matter of his-

toric fact Napoleon III tried to annex Belgium

after the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, and in

the spring of 1914 the King of Belgium ex-

pressed himself as more fearful of a French

than a German invasion, and often complained

of the nuisance of French spying on Belgian

territory. From 1906 onward the British tried

in vain to secure Belgian consent to the landing

of a British expeditionary force on Belgian soil

in the event of war, and then arrived at a

determination to land the troops whether Bel-

gium gave her consent or not. The Franco-

British military plans in 1911, 1912 and 1913

were based upon the assumption of an advance

through Belgium. In 1914 Germany "got the

jump on them" because of the delay which Grey

believed necessary in the process of bringing

England into the War. This necessitated an

alteration of the plan for the French offensive,

and the attack was shifted from Belgium to
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Alsace. In spite of the fact that as early as

1906 the French and British had known of the

German plan to invade Belgium under pressure

of sufficient military necessity, the French had

not fortified the Belgian frontier to any sig-

nificant extent, which proves that they presumed

on repulsing the Germans on Belgian soil.
141

In any event the French and English would

probably have allowed Germany to take the first

step, so as to place the odium of the initiative

upon Germany and turn the opinion of the

world against her. To be sure, these facts do

not justify the German invasion, and no reputa-

ble German from Bethmann-Hollweg down has

ever contended that they did. What they do

prove is that, in the words of Montgelas: 142 "It

is not honest indignation, but pharisaical pre-

sumption on the part of England and France to

represent the German plan of campaign as an

unparalleled crime."

The official demand of Great Britain on July

31st that Germany and France declare publicly

their attitude towards Belgium was purely hypo-

critical stage-play on the part of France and

England. England knew that Germany would

go through Belgium unless England prom-

ised neutrality, and France had been carefully

coached by both French and English statesmen

as to how she should respond. A country which

would stage the ten kilometer withdrawal im-
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posture and advise secrecy in Russian mobili-

zation to influence England favorably would

never have considered for a moment executing

the supreme stupidity of invading Belgium be-

fore British participation had been either assured

or absolutely precluded. The attempt to brand

Germany as criminal because she did not give an

unconditional negative to England's question is

absurd. She would have been most foolish to

surrender this one great potential lever on British

neutrality without trying to secure some recipro-

cal British assurance. The astute procedure was

to be non-committal in regard to Grey's question

about Belgian neutrality on the 31st, and then at-

tempt, through direct negotiation, to get Eng-

land to promise neutrality if Germany would re-

spect Belgian territory. This was exactly what

Germany proceeded to do. On August 1st

Prince Lichnowsky, German Ambassador at

London, proposed to Grey that England remain

neutral on condition that Germany keep out of

Belgium. Upon Grey's refusal, lie then asked

Grey to formulate the conditions under which

England would remain neutral. Grey refused

this also. For this information we do not have

to rely upon the explicit and wholly credible Ger-

man sources,
143 but upon Sir Edward Grey's own

telegram to Sir Edward Goschen, British Am-
bassador in Berlin. On August 1st Grey tele-

graphed to Goschen: 144
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He (Lichnowsky) asked me whether, if Germany gave

a promise not to violate Belgian neutrality, we would

engage to remain neutral.

I replied that I could not say that ; our hands were

still free, and we were considering what our attitude

should be. All I could say was that our attitude would

be determined largely by public opinion here, and that

the neutrality of Belgium would appeal very strongly to

public opinion here. I did not think that we could give

a promise of neutrality on that condition alone.

The Ambassador pressed me as to. whether I could

not formulate conditions on which we would remain neu-

tral. He even suggested that the integrity of France

and her colonies might be guaranteed.

I said that I felt obliged to refuse definitely any

promise to remain neutral on similar terms, and I could

only say that we must keep our hands free.

How far Grey's hands were actually free in

the light of his commitments and his psychology

we have made clear earlier in the chapter. Lore-

burn has perfectly grasped the significance of

the above telegram: 145

If language means anything, this means that whereas

Mr. Gladstone bound this country to war in order to

safeguard Belgian neutrality, Sir Edward would not

even bind this country to neutrality in order to save Bel-

gium. He may have been right, but it was not for the

sake of Belgian interests that he refused.

On August 27th Grey was asked whether he had

ever submitted the offer of Lichnowsky to the
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Cabinet for consideration. His answer was

characteristic. He stated that the offer was

purely personal and unofficial on the part of

Lichnowsky, but he belied this statement by the

fact that he gave a formal and official answer to

Lichnowsky, telegraphed this answer officially

and formally to the British Ambassador in Ber-

lin, and submitted the German proposal to the

Cabinet the next morning before the decision to

inform Cambon that the agreement of November

22, 1912, still held with the British government.

He also stated that he had formulated the con-

ditions upon which England would remain neu-

tral and had communicated these to the German

Ambassador and to the House of Commons.

But he informed Goschen that he had not done

so, and there is no evidence in any speech or

document to support his contention that he ever

formulated the conditions of British neutral-

ity.
146 In his memoirs Grey admits that he

would have resigned if he had not been able to

bring England into the War on the side of

France even if Belgium had not been invaded.

After he had committed England to war on

August 2nd, the one desire which was uppermost

in Grey's mind was that Germany would invade

Belgium, that Belgium would resist this invasion,

and that Belgium would appeal for assistance to

the Entente.
147 This would provide a second

"brave and innocent little country" to aid the
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British propaganda, Russia having intervened to

protect the first "brave and innocent little

country." The writer would yield to no one in

his sincere belief in the bravery and innocence of

Belgium, but it was not Belgian innocence and

bravery which interested Sir Edward Grey early

in August, 1914. After August 2nd, if there

was anything in the world which Grey feared and

desired to avert, it was the possibility that Ger-

many might respect Belgian neutrality, or, if

she did invade Belgium, that the Belgian attitude

would be such that the Belgian issue would not

constitute highly potent material for inflaming

the British populace.

Grey's great anxiety after August 2nd lest

Belgium would not be violated appears in his tele-

grams. As early as the 31st he informed the

Belgian government that he assumed that the

Belgians would resist a German invasion "to the

utmost of their power." On August 3rd he was

thrown into a panic when he learned that the

Belgian government appealed to England merely

for diplomatic intervention against Germany and

had declined the aid of the French troops offered

them to help repel the expected German inva-

sion.
148 Belgium had also given definite infor-

mation that it preferred to attempt to resist Ger-

many unaided in a military way by the other

powers. As this was after the expiration of

the time-limit in the German ultimatum to Bel-
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gium, the situation was alarming for Grey. He
might have to take the desperate chance of put-

ting England into the War without the enormous

psychological advantage of the Belgian appeal

for military aid.
149 Determined not to lose this

indispensable phase of propaganda for his pol-

icy, he practically went to the extreme of de-

manding that Belgium ask for the military aid of

the Entente. His proposal in the following tel-

egram to the British Minister in Brussels is cer-

tainly as near to the point of intimidation as he

could have gone without insulting Belgian

pride: 150

You should inform Belgian Government that if pres-

sure is applied to them by Germany to induce them to

depart from neutrality, His Majesty's Government ex-

pect that they will resist by any means in their power,

and that His Majesty's Government will support them

in offering such resistance, and that His Majesty's Gov-

ernment in this event are prepared to join Russia and

France, if desired, in offering to the Belgian Govern-

ment at once common action for the purpose of resist-

ing use of force by Germany against them, and a guar-

antee to maintain their independence and integrity in

future years.

The Belgian government took the hint and re-

plied:
151 "The Belgian Government are firmly

determined to resist by all the means in their

power. Belgium appeals to Great Britain,
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France and Russia to cooperate as guaranteeing

Powers in the defence of her territory. There

should be concerted and joint action, to oppose

the forcible measures taken by Germany against

Belgium." As soon as this reply was received

from Belgium Grey breathed easily for the first

time since August 2nd, and confidently dis-

patched his ultimatum to Germany. The next

morning Asquith stated with great effect in the

House of Commons: 152

The House has read, and the country has read, of

course, in the last few hours, the most pathetic appeal

addressed by the King of Belgium, and I do not envy the

man who can read that appeal with an unmoved heart.

Belgians are fighting and losing their lives. What

would have been the position of Great Britain to-day in

the face of that spectacle, if we had assented to this in-

famous proposal? [Prolonged applause.]

Asquith carelessly neglected to state that the

Belgians were losing their lives and having their

territory violated because Grey needed a lofty

altruistic motive for his determination to advance

the aims of the Franco-Russian Alliance.

In the light of such facts as that Belgium and

the Entente knew of the German plan of inva-

sion from 1906 onward; that Great Britain had

been negotiating with Belgium for years in the

vain effort to secure Belgian consent to the land-

ing of British troops in Blgium to repel this in-



558 GENESIS OF THE WORLD WAR

vasion; that the Belgian King had said as late as

the spring of 1914 that he feared a French inva-

sion more than a German ; that Germany had ex-

plicitly proposed to keep out of Belgium if

England would remain neutral, and had been re-

pulsed by Grey in this proposal; that Belgium

preferred to resist alone in order to preserve her

precedent of independence to the last; and that

Grey himself extracted the Belgian appeal for

British intervention from the Belgium govern-

ment, the following statement from Grey's mem-

oirs may be allowed to stand without com-

ment: 153

By the end of the week, on August 1, we had before us

the announcement of the Belgian Government that Bel-

gium would, if invaded, defend her own neutrality to the

utmost of her power; that made the question straight

and simple. Belgium at this stage made no appeal to

the guaranteeing Powers. In this she acted properly

and wisely. Such information as has come to my no-

tice goes to show that up to the last moment, the Belgian

Government did not believe that any Power intended to

violate the Treaty of Guarantee. To appeal to the

Powers would then have implied a suspicion that she did

not entertain: to ask help from some of them, and not

from all, would have laid her open to charges of siding

with some against another, and thus departing from

neutrality before this was threatened. But the an-

nouncement that, if her neutrality was assailed, she in-

tended to defend herself, was important. If she were

to acquiesce voluntarily, or even under duress, in the

passage of German troops, we should be entitled to send
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troops to vindicate the neutrality and resist the viola-

tion of it ; but it was clear that an appeal from her for

help, when she was herself fighting for what we were

I
pledged to defend, would be peculiarly strong and mov-

ing. How could we possibly resist it?

If it be asserted that Moltke had secretly

drawn up the ultimatum to Belgium on July

26th, it may be answered that the Belgians had

already begun to mobilize against the Germans

by that time, and that by February, 1914, the

English had determined the rate of exchange for

payment of British soldiers fighting in Belgium.

The lawlessness of England during the World

War in regard to the commercial rights of neu-

: trals was far more serious and extensive than the

;

German invasion of Belgium, while the British

;

bullying of Greece during the period of the

I

World War would thoroughly match Austria's

attitude towards Serbia or the German attitude

towards Belgium. During the War, in the ef-

fort to relieve Antwerp, France and England en-

1 deavored to violate Dutch neutrality. During

the period of the War no country did more to

make international law a "scrap of paper" than

i did Great Britain.
154 Finally, the one true and

perfectly authenticated "atrocity" in the World

i War, and the situation which produced by far

the greatest suffering and death among the ci-

i vilian population was the illegal blockade of Ger-

many, continued for months after the Armistice.

Not only was this by far the most horrible and
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tragic indignity perpetrated on non-combatants 1

during the World War, but it was also the one i

for which no plea of military necessity could be I

offered in extenuation or defense. For the per- ,

petuation of this blockade Great Britain was i

very largely responsible. It could be justified

only on the ground of weakening Germany and

lessening future German competition through

starving off some 800,000 German women and
\

children. Indeed, it was defended on this basis

by distinguished Englishmen. In fact, a noted

English scholar who accepted a chair in the most

honored of American universities at the close of

the War is known by the writer to have advo-

cated in a lecture before a leading women's col-

lege in this country the starvation of German
babies. Yet even the unspeakable Prussians

had food moving into Paris twenty-four hours

after its capture in 1871. Of course, England

could plead the right of self-preservation, but she

cannot make such a plea in extenuation without

fully admitting the validity of the similar Ger-

man plea in regard to the invasion of Belgium

or submarine warfare.

VI. ASQUITH AND GREY IN SELF-JUSTIFICATION

In the chapters on Russia and France we
examined the apologies offered by Sazonov,

Poincare and Viviani in the light of the assump-

tion that statesmen who allege that they were
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fighting purely in self-defense and had done

everything possible to avert war would not need

to falsify in their account of the events of the

July crisis in 1914. Such men should stand im-

maculate upon a pyramid of irrefragable facts.

We indicated that with respect to straight-

forwardness and factual accuracy the apologetic

works of Sazonov, Poincare and Viviani left

much to be desired. Of all the major partici-

pants in the heroic tragedy of 1914 the two men
with the highest reputation for veracity and com-

mand of relevant facts are Asquith and Grey,

though their responses in the House of Com-

mons before the War when interrogated on the

matter of the British commitments to France

should have demonstrated their subtlety in

evasive foot-work. We shall here examine the

merits of the apologies by Asquith and Grey only

very briefly, and by means of a catalogue of some

of their more important statements concerning

the crisis of 1914. In large part we shall rest

content by merely setting forth their views and

allowing them to stand condemned out of their

own mouths. We shall, of course, in this way

omit the even more damning case which could be

established through a list of their "sins of omis-

sion."

In his Genesis of the War, published late in

1923, Asquith presents the following conten-

tions:
155 that Sazonov from the first urged con-
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ciliatory methods on Serbia in the highest good

faith; that Sazonov was willing at any time to

discuss the Austro-Serbian issue with Austria

in any form ; that Russia was the first to propose

direct conversations between Austria and Russia

;

that Russian mobilization was caused by the

false report in the Berlin Lokalanzeiger; that

Germany rejected all British proposals for naval

limitation with derision; that Colonel House in-

formed the British in July, 1914, of the ominous

and unique military preparations and bellicose

psychology in Germany; that the German army

bill of 1913 came before the other similar bills

and forced the other states to take defensive

measures; that Kautsky's book is the most illu-

minating and valuable of the books published on

war guilt since the new documents have been

brought to light; that Tschirschky prodded

Austria into action against Serbia; that Austria

delayed her ultimatum to Serbia until Poincare

left Russia because she feared that Poincare

would suggest peaceful diplomatic measures for

settlement of the dispute; that Germany urged

Austria to declare war on Serbia; that Austria

rejected all mediation proposals and that none of

these originated in Germany; that Grey's offers,

suggestions and appeals, fully supported by

France, were rendered fruitless by Germany's

opposition; that Germany opposed all sugges-

tions for a diplomatic settlement of the crisis, and
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that this was throughout the attitude of the

Kaiser; that the pledge-plan when proposed by

the Kaiser was a potent form of incitement to

war (p. 289) , but when proposed by Grey it was

a noble stroke for peace (p. 295) ; that the merest

hint of restraint from Berlin would have sufficed

to curb Austrian aggression, but that this hint

never came, Germany rather urging Austria into

hostilities with Serbia and the World War; that

it was the German ultimatum which broke up all

diplomatic efforts for peace ; that Germany acted

with great haste in precipitating hostilities after

she learned of the Russian mobilization; that

while England had an obligation of honor to sup-

port France, she entered the War chiefly be-

cause of the Belgian issue, being unwilling to

"make a ring" in which a great brutal bully might

trample his victim in the dust and gore. We
cannot close this summary of Asquith's contri-

butions to the Kriegsschuldfrage without men-
tioning the fact that chapters xiv-xvii of this

book constitute the final refutation of the myth
that England, France and Russia were caught

unawares by the German octopus in 1914

—

pounced ujnon in a moment of the most profound

expectation of universal and permanent peace.

The distinguished English scholar, Frederick

Cornwallis Conybeare, when describing the at-

tack upon Alfred Loisy by Pius X, remarked

that because of its thoroughness and its presenta-
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tion of exactly the reverse of scientific truth the

papal condemnation would constitute an ad-

mirable summary of modern biblical scholar-

ship if one forgot that the list of scholarly conclu-

sions there catalogued were regarded as errors

by His Apostolic Eminence. 156 The same would

apply to the statements contained in the four

chapters in Grey's memoirs devoted to the crisis

of 1914 and its problems.
17' 7 His list of alleged

facts concerning the period and its issues consti-

tutes an almost perfect summary of the reverse

of the actual truth in the circumstances. This

will appear in the following brief survey. In re-

gard to Russia he tells us that Izvolski and Rus-

sia were deliberately humiliated by Germany in

1908 through the annexation of Bosnia and Her-

zegovina; that Sazonov worked hard to force a

conciliatory policy in Belgrade ; that the Russian

general mobilization was not an unreasonable

or unnecessary precaution; that it was a purely

preparatory measure and in no sense meant war

;

that Austria mobilized before Russia ; that Sazo-

nov agreed heartily to Grey's conference plans;

and that Germany mobilized before sending her

ultimatum to Russia.

With respect to France he contends that there

was no longer in 1914 any desire for revenge or

for the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine; that the

French had no interest in a Balkan quarrel; that

no country in Europe was more determined to
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avoid a European quarrel over the Balkans; that

French statesmen and people alike in 1914 were

terrified by the thought of war; that Paul Cam-
bon lived in a veritable nightmare lest France

might become involved in war; that the French

realized that the odds against the Entente in a

European war were simply overwhelming; that

France went to the most extreme limits of pa-

cific diplomacy to avoid war in 1914; and that she

was technically and legally bound by a treaty to

aid Russia in the specific circumstances of 1914.

In the matter of German guilt and turpitude

he contends that Germany before 1914 was delib-

erately plotting world dominion; that Germany
refused all proposals for naval limitation; that

Colonel House informed him that Germany was

everywhere in the clutches of a most aggressive

and arrogant military gang; that 1914 was the

year consciously chosen for war by Germany be-

cause this was a particularly favorable year for

her; that there was no good-will towards Eng-
land in Germany; that Germany's army was far

the largest and most powerful in the world; that

Germany recognized this overwhelming superi-

ority of her armies and expected an easy victory

over the Entente in a few months ; that Germany
alone vetoed Grey's plan for a conference of

nations, and hence destroyed all diplomatic

methods of settling the dispute; that the Kaiser

made no effort to secure a diplomatic settlement
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of the crisis in 1914; that Bethmann-Hollweg's

actions in 1914 had no significance whatever be-

cause the army was in control of matters in Ger-

many from the beginning of the crisis ; that Ger-

many was bent upon the diplomatic humiliation

of the Entente; that Germany was determined

upon a European war from the outset; that when

things began to look like a European war in 1914

Austria weakened and tried to avert the conflict,

but "Germany then precipitated war and told

Austria that as an ally she could not get out."

In defending England's procedure in 1914 he

alleges that he could do nothing to restrain Rus-

sia; that England determined to participate be-

cause she could not endure the thought of the

German fleet steaming down the Channel and

attacking the ports of an ally ; that England had

recognized a treaty obligation to defend Belgian

neutrality in 1870; that there was no possibility

of England's remaining neutral in 1914 because

she could not stand aside and allow Belgium to

be violated, and the Germans would under no

conditions keep out of Belgium; that Belgian

neutrality could be secured only by Avar ; and that

in his speech of August 3, 1914, he consciously

kept to matters of hard prosaic fact and refused

throughout to appeal to the feelings of the

House.

While on this subject of the assumption of the

consistent and limpid honesty and candor of Sir
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Edward Grey it might be well to point out once

more that it was he who invented the notorious

Berlin Lohalanzeiger myth. 158 By December,

1914, the news had leaked out in Entente coun-

tries that the Russian mobilization had been the

first in the crisis. Grey recognized the danger of

this fact to Entente propaganda, so he stated

that though this was true the Russian priority

was due to the fact that the Russians heard of

the false report published in the Berlin paper

concerning the German mobilization and gave

out the Russian mobilization order in hasty and

terrified self-defense. Sazonov was so well

aware of the preposterous falsity of this assertion

that even he refused to use it as an excuse for

Russia. Nearly two years later, at a conference

of foreign journalists, Grey once more brought

forth the old myth and gave it an even more

forceful and attractive statement. From this

time onward it worked itself into the fabric of the

Entente mythology, and since the War even

Sazonov has possessed the effrontery to exploit

this legend.

One of the chief points against Grey's reputa-

tion for candor and veracity brought out in the

recently published British documents is the fact

that, in spite of his frequent assertions in his

memoirs that he knew in 1914 that Germany was

determined upon war, the documents prove that

he was well aware that Germany did not wish a
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European war and that he was fully informed

as to the fatal military acts of Russia and France

at every step.
159

The conclusion to which one is inevitably led

by a study of the career of Sir Edward Grey is

that he was not a consummate Machiavellian

diplomat such as Izvolski, Delcasse, Poincare

and Paul Cambon, but is one of the foremost

examples in history of the disaster which may be-

fall a state when its foreign policy is entrusted to

an eminently well-meaning, and generally honest

man, but a naive, ignorant, stupid and vacil-

lating diplomat. Grey was afflicted by a childish

fear and suspicion of Germany and an equally

blind and sentimental trust in the innocence and

goodness of France which made him incapable

of discriminating between the Politik of men like

Caillaux and Delcasse. 160 He wished for peace,

but allowed himself to be exploited by those who

worked for war. There can be no doubt that he

stood for peace as late as July 24, 1914, but he

followed a course which inevitably placed his

country in the War. He doubtless believed as

late as his speech of August 3rd that he had done

all he could consistent with England's honor to

avoid war. Having undoubtedly a rather far-

sighted sentimental vision of peace, he was quite

incapable of taking practical steps to secure this

end. He vainly tried to muddle through the

crisis of 1914 and to settle problems as they arose.
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111 this he was unsuccessful, partly because of in-

decision, partly because of the complexity of the

issues, and partly due to the pressure put upon

him by his more bellicose subordinates, Nicolson

and Crowe. The new British documents fully

prove Crowe to have been the bete noir of the

British Foreign Office in 1914. As early as

July 24th Crowe urged Grey to throw England

in with Russia and France.

The rather thorough analysis of the career of

Grey in this chapter has not been produced by

any bitterness towards a great scoundrel, but

rather by the desire to illustrate how a good man
may be brought to a deplorable course of conduct

through bad company and personal inadequacy

to the tasks imposed upon him. We do not be-

lieve that Grey was even fundamentally dis-

honest. Though he has falsified innumerable

times from 1914 to the completion of his mem-
oirs, there is no doubt that he regarded each fal-

sification as justified by its service to some

larger end. He trusted those who betrayed him.

There is no greater bit of ironic tragedy in

literature than the passages in his memoirs

where Grey testifies to the high character and

ideals of Paul Cambon and the confidence and

affection in which he was held by Grey. 161

As to how Grey's reputation is affected by the

complete publication of the British documents on

the crisis of 1914, honest, informed and discern-



570 GENESIS OF THE WORLD WAR

ing readers are likely to conclude that it is es-

sentially unchanged. It is certain now that he

was much better informed as to the details of the

crisis than we had earlier believed, especially in

regard to the aggressive and fatal Russian mili-

tary measures and the hypocritical French diplo-

matic ruses. He obviously did not stumble into

war through ignorance of what his allies were up

to. Yet, at the same time, the full documents

prove him much more loath to bring England into

war than was earlier apparent. He moved very

slowly, and might even have kept England neu-

tral but for the vicious influence of Cambon,

Crowe and Nicolson. Further, it must be con-

ceded that Grey comes out of the documents in

a much more credible manner than he does out of

his own memoirs. A fallible human may be for-

given for succumbing to the difficulties which

faced Grey in 1914 much more than he can be

pardoned for the hypocrisies, evasions and mis-

statements of Twenty-Five Years.

One of the most interesting questions as to

Sir Edward Grey is as to why the man who

brought to England the greatest and most un-

necessary disaster in her history should be one

of the most beloved men in English history.

In the first place, he was a famous athlete and

sportsman, which won for him the sentimental

admiration of the English people. Dr. Hender-

son says on this point:
162
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Grey was a great sportsman—spent long days alone,

tramping along by trout-streams and watching the

birds. He had written a treatise on angling: knew all

the twists and turns of that sport ; how to choose the

shady places and keep silent so as not to alarm the fish

;

how to prepare his bait, how to fling it; how, always

with that calm imperturbability, to play his fish and

how finally to land him. Grey's other love was tennis

—not lawn-tennis but the real time-honored game. In

this he had earned the championship,—held it for at

least two years.

Various writers attribute Grey's influence over the

House of Commons to their knowledge that he was a

great sportsman. "England had not lost her sporting

instincts," says one of them, "lightly to abandon hope

of a great fly-fisher and a prize tennis man."

Grey also possessed the unusual combination

of dignity and gravity joined to the charm of

youthful appearance. His manner was impres-

sive and convincing without dogmatism or arro-

gance. He was also aided by the fact that he

had a distinguished family tradition behind him.

Dr. Henderson ironically states the significance

of these factors:
163

But Grey had other qualities besides his sportsman-

ship, qualities that made for confidence, love and trust.

His appearance was singularly youthful, almost boyish

:

we hear of his "boyish and beardless face." At his

first appearance in the House as Under-Secretary of

Foreign Affairs in 1892 his personal charm, added to



572 GENESIS OF THE WORLD AVAR

a curious impression of reserve, "gained for him almost

at a bound the confidence of the House." He was

beardless and boyish "yet magisterially serious" ; gave

an "impression both of race and of high intellectual dis-

tinction" ; some one recognized in his face "the type of

countenance of the rulers of England at the end of the

18th century." Not the type of countenance of

George III, let us hope, but of Pitt, say, or Fox. He

was modest, not egoistic or vain but tactful and urbane.

In time he earned the reputation of being a true patri-

cian in politics, of being untouched by any ordinary

meannesses, of never being treacherous, or self-seeking

or ambitious for his own personal advancement. He

refused a peerage because he was sure of his position,

could afford not to be a lord, preferred the House of

Commons to the House of Lords. Altogether a fine,

handsome, winning straightforward sort of man!

Theodore Roosevelt once said that a visit to Grey was

the crowning experience of a three months' tour.

Further, Grey was a man of marked scholarly

interests and achievement. His knowledge of

Greek won for him the friendship and confidence

of Gilbert Murray. The latter in appreciation

wrote the most effective defense of Grey which

has yet been attempted, an apology which has led

many to think that Grey must be a great and

honest man, even though they feel that his own
words and works seem to lead to an opposite

conclusion.
164

It is hard for many to conceive

that a man like Murray could be mistaken in his

judgment. Grey's interest in English litera-
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ture, particularly the works of Wordsworth, won
for him the undying admiration of Walter Hines

Page, and greatly aided Grey in distracting

Page's attention from his duties as American

Ambassador, commissioned to defend our rights

as a neutral power. 165

Then, Grey possessed unusually convincing

oratorical powers. He was lucid and direct in

expression, with an intimacy and appearance of

candor and fairness which carried conviction and

disarmed criticism. As Henderson says:
166

When he speaks in Parliament it makes no difference

what Grey's subject may be, his "exposition" of that

subject will be "so luminous, reasonable, moderate and

judicial that soon it appears almost impossible to dis-

sent from the speaker's conclusions." Always and ever

he "seems to be the embodiment of common-sense."

The impression made by his oratory is attested

by the following passage from a review of his

memoirs by A. G. Gardiner of the London Daily

News, in which Gardiner describes the effect

upon him of Grey's speech of August 3, 1914, a

speech actually full of errors and misstatements,

partially conscious and partially due to igno-

rance: 107

In my experience—and I have been familiar with the

oratory of the House of Commons since the days of

Gladstone—there has been no speaker of distinction in

our time whose method was so plain and unadorned, or
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who sustained his argument with such unanswerable 1S

force as Lord Grey. He has the gift of what one may 11

call naked oratory beyond contemporary precedent. ])

The secret of his power is indicated in his reference to i

|j

his momentous speech in the House of Commons on
j

August 3rd, 1914. No one who heard that speech will
j

ever forget it. The last hope was gone. Europe was
j

plunged into the abyss of war—war on a scale such i|

as the world has never seen. He rose in a House
j

shaken with the agony of the moment, torn with the

bitterest dissensions, the bulk of his own supporters
|

gloomily distrustful of the policy that was sweeping

the nation into the general vortex. He sat down—-and c

I speak as one who has been publicly critical of his c

diplomacy—with the House silent, sorrowful but con-

vinced. It was that speech and it was his personality

that carried the nation into the war at once and with

practical unanimity. i

Grey's reputation as a statesman and diplo-

mat, established by the above-mentioned traits,

seems likely to be perpetuated, even enhanced,

by the stylistic powers manifested in his me-

moirs. They display much of the same power

exhibited in his oratory. The style is clear

and lucid. The reader is apparently taken into

Grey's intimate confidence. There is a great

show of frankness and candor. The views of >

opponents are presented, if only to be proved

wrong-headed and mistaken. He admits him-

self in error occasionally on irrelevant matters,

but always shows how he was dead right on vital
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issues. He deals in sweeping generalities, avoid-

ing embarrassing details. The alternatives to

his policies appear by implication dishonorable

and discreditable. A critical reviewer, Dr. Hen-
derson, admits that "in his memoirs Grey lives

up to his reputation. The work may become an

English classic; it may be read and admired a

thousand years hence. It will crystallize the

English legend." 168 The estimable P. W. Wil-

son, reviewing the memoirs in the New York
Times, holds that: "His story is startling in its

candor. . . . There is a winning quality which

can hardly fail profoundly to influence public

opinion throughout the world." Mr. Harry
Hansen, writing in the Chicago Daily News,

pronounces them "The most important disclo-

sures of the inside of the war so far published.

. . . Frank, open, direct." Mr. Gardiner, for-

getting his Daily News editorial of August 1,

1914, waxes even more enthusiastic:
169

He writes as he speaks, with the same simplicity,

honest}^, directness. You may doubt his wisdom, but

you cannot doubt the high and chivalrous quality of

character that shines through his utterance. You can-

not doubt the nobility of his aims nor the large humane

disinterestedness with which he pursues them. This

candor disarms criticism. If he thinks he was wrong

here or there he says he was wrong. If he has changed

his view of a given situation in the light of fuller knowl-

edge, he admits it.
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Not only in England, but also in America the

memoirs have been accorded the widest popu-

larity. They seem likely to have as large a cir-

culation as the letters of Mr. Page. They are

likely to far more than offset all the work of all

the historians in the English-speaking world who

have been laboring for years to dispel myth and

legend and lay before the world the facts concern-

ing the genesis of the foremost tragedy which

has befallen the planet. It is chiefly because of

this dangerous and menacing prospect that the

writer has believed it wise to give much more

space to an analysis of Grey's part in the crisis

of 1914 than has been allotted to the account of

the genesis of the War in the other countries in-

volved. In diplomacy Grey was not the aggres-

sive and dominating figure that some of his col-

leagues in the Triple Kntente unquestionably

were, but in the field of legend-building and epic-

mongering he is likely to prove, with the possible

exception of Mr. Page, the most potent and dis-

astrous influence which has come down from the

days of 1914. 170

Many who read this rather thorough and

frank statement of British responsibility for the

World War and of British conduct in the War
may suspect the writer of being affiliated with

pro-Irish sympathizers and other haters of the

British Empire. In reality, the writer has, be-

cause of his published discussions of the causes of
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the American Revolution and the War of 1812,

been accused by these very pro-Irish elements of

being obviously in the pay of the Sulgrave Foun-

dation and other organizations subsidizng propa-

ganda favorable to Anglo-American union.

The writer is a firm believer in the cause of

Anglo-American accord and amity as a first step

towards world peace, but in these pages he is not

primarily interested in that subject. We are

here concerned with the facts regarding the guilt

of Grey and his advisers in 1914.

Indeed, it is desirable to emphasize that the

treatment of Grey in this chapter is not an anti-

English interpretation. It is in essential accord

with the views of distinguished Englishmen, not

party rivals from the Tories or Laborites, but

from Grey's own party. We have in mind such

men as Lord Loreburn and E. D. Morel, emi-

nent Liberals of 1914, and, if we may judge from

his actions instead of his words, John Morley.

Equally critical have been the estimates of the

great Canadian student, Dr. J. S. Ewart, and
the candid Frenchman, Pevet. Compared with

books like Jellicoe's Playing the Game, and Mor-
hardt's Les Preuves my account of Grey is a

veritable eulogy. We should further stress the

fact that the English nation should not be held

responsible for Grey's acts in 1914. The more
enlightened among the Conservatives, the ma-
jority of his own party, and all of the Laborites
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would have opposed his diplomacy tooth and nail

had they known of its nature and progress.

They were not informed until England had

slipped into the abyss prepared by Grey, Asquith

and Haldane. This latter fact disposes inci-

dentally of the myth that democratic political in-

stitutions in Britain brought assurance of open

diplomacy, any more than French republicanism

produced "open covenants openly arrived at."
1,1

VII. CONCLUSIONS

(1) The key to British action in the crisis of

1914 must be found in the facts of the Anglo-

French Entente which was worked out between

1901 and 1914. England in 1914 was deter-

mined to go to war if France did, and France

decided to stand firmly with Russia in measures

bound to provoke war.

(2) From 1906 to 1912 England carefully

worked out plans for military and naval co-

operation with France against Germany. A
verbal agreement to aid France against Ger-

many in case of war was also provided. On
November 22, 1912, Grey committed himself in

principle to aid France in the event of an attack

by Germany, his commitment involving a refer-

ence to the joint plans for armed action formu-

lated by the military and naval authorities in the

two countries. Both Asquith and Grey re-
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peatedly denied these facts when questioned con-

cerning them in the House of Commons.

(3) Anglo-Russian relations were never cor-

dial nor popular in England. They were im-

portant in connection with the crisis of 1914

chiefly because of England's relations with

France and the firm support of Russia by

France. England made war to support a "Rus-

sian quarrel" because France was determined to

support Russia, and England was resolutely de-

voted to France.

(4) Anglo-German relations between 1898

and 1912 oscillated, due to Holstein's opposition

to an Anglo-German understanding, the British

support of France in Morocco, the German naval

plans, and the fact that Grey would never mod-
ify his relations with France or Russia in behalf

of a more cordial understanding with Germany.
From 1912 to 1914 Anglo-German relations

grew progressively better. The naval rivalry

was temporarily adjusted, and the conflict over
the Bagdad Railway eliminated. A powerful
group in the Liberal Party showed impatience
concerning the Entente and favored closer rela-

tions with Germany. Anglo-German affairs

were more promising in June, 1914, than they
had been in fifteen years prior to that time.

(5) The possibility of an Anglo-German
rapprochement alarmed the French and Rus-
sians, and they decided to precipitate a Euro-
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pean conflict, if possible, before England could

escape from the Triple Entente. They pounced

upon Grey in the spring of 1914 and initiated ne-

gotiations for an Anglo-Russian naval conven-

tion.

(6) In the crisis of 1914 Grey was for peace

in the abstract, but had no definite and clear-cut

policy from the outset, vacillated and hesitated,

and actually encouraged both groups. He led

the French and Russians to feel that they could

count on English aid, and he made the Austrians

and Germans believe that they could depend

upon British neutrality.

(7) Grey was absolutely determined to bring

England into the War on the side of France if

France entered the conflict. The complete Brit-

ish documents show that Grey learned from

Buchanan as early as July 25th of the impending-

Russian mobilization, and on the 31st of the gen-

eral mobilization. He made no serious attempt

to curb France or Russia, and when their action

brought on war he refused to let England stand

aside.

(8) The only way in which England could

have prevented the World War in 1914, if at all,

would have been to promise her complete neu-

trality from the outset. But Grey would not

promise to remain neutral even though Germany
would agree to keep out of Belgium, refrain

from attacking the French ports, and guarantee

the integrity of France and her colonies. Grey
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absolutely refused to formulate the conditions of

English neutrality, though Germany requested

him to do so, and though he falsely informed the

House of Commons that he had done so. He
justified his refusal on the grounds that England

must keep her hands free, though he knew that

they were not free at the time because of Anglo-

French agreements.

(9) Grey succumbed to the pressure of Cam-
bon, Crowe, and Nicolson at a time when Eng-
land and Germany were in full accord as to the

best diplomatic methods of settling the crisis, and

when Germany, at England's request, was acting

vigorously to carry these methods into execu-

tion.

(10) England was not technically or specif-

ically bound to come into the War on the side of

France in 1914 by the agreement of November
22, 1912, or August 2, 1914, as on August 3,

1914, Germany offered not to attack the French

ports if England would remain neutral.

(11) Grey's basic reason for bringing Eng-
land into the War was because he believed it to

England's interest to stand with France, but sub-

sequent events prove that he made a colossal

blunder in this respect.

(12) He admits that he was personally re-

sponsible for bringing England into the War,
and that he would have resigned if he had not

done so whether Belgium had been invaded or

not.
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(13) The whole Belgian issue in 1914 was

pure imposture as far as Grey and England were

concerned. It was a fortunate subterfuge which

Grey exploited to the limit as a high moral issue

wherewith to inflame the British public against

Germany. England had no treaty obligation to

protect Belgian neutrality. Germany proposed

to keep out of Belgium if England would remain

neutral. After August 2nd Grey most ardently

desired to have Germany invade Belgium, and

he extorted the Belgian appeal to the Great

Powers from the Belgian government through

his own initiative.

(14) Grey's career is not the record of a great

scoundrel, but is interesting rather as an illustra-

tion of the disasters which may befall a country

which entrusts its destiny to a well-meaning but

vacillating and indecisive man, and an ignorant,

stupid and naive diplomat. The tragedy of

Grey is also an example for all posterity of the

evil effects of bad company upon a diplomat, and

of the pernicious influence of the permanent staff

of Foreign Offices. Had Grey relied upon and

confided in men like Earl Loreburn and John

Morley instead of Crowe and Nicolson, the his-

tory of England, Europe and the world would

have been far different and far happier.

(15) Grey's recently published memoirs are in-

accurate and evasive, and present a picture of the

crisis of 1914 almost exactly the reverse of the
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actual facts. They discredit the man far more

than his acts of 1914. Yet they will become im-

mensely popular and constitute the basis for an

enduring Grey legend.

(16) With the publication of the complete

British documents for 1914 the verdict of history

as to Grey and England in relation to the World

War may be definitely formulated. It is in full

accord with the courageous words of the distin-

guished English scholar, Frederick Cornwallis

Conybeare, contained in a letter written to a

leading American historian on August 4, 1922:

Grey was doubtless as much of a hypocrite in the

week before the War as he had been for eight years be-

fore that. We attacked Germany for three reasons:

(1) to down her navy before it got any larger; (2) to

capture her trade; (3) to take her colonies.
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CHAPTER IX

THE ENTRY OF THE UNITED
STATES INTO THE WORLD WAR

I. THE TRANSFORMATION OF AMERICAN
SENTIMENT TOWARDS GERMANY, 1870-1914

The causes for the entry of the United States

into the World War are many and varied. The
case is more complicated than with respect to

Russia, France and England. Nor was one per-

son almost solely responsible for the attitude of

the United States. It is quite evident that Wal-
ter Hines Page must be assigned a greater de-

gree of guilt and responsibility than any other

single "American," but he was not uniquely re-

sponsible. Colonel House presses him hard for

first honors.

The approach to any interpretation of the

entry of the United States into the World War
must rest upon a review of the relations be-

tween Germany and the United States in the

generation before the World War. The change

in our sentiment towards Germany between 1870

and 1914 has been made the subject of an il-

luminating book by Dr. Clara E. Schieber. 1 In

1870 we were overwhelmingly on the side of

Prussia in the Franco-Prussian War, and were
590
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very friendly with the German states.
2 Prussia

was also the first European country to accept the

sacrifices involved in the Bancroft treaties recog-

nizing- American naturalization as a renunciation

of German citizenship. By 1914 there was more

adverse sentiment towards Germany in this

;
country than was directed against any other

European state.
3 The reasons for this trans-

formation are numerous.

There was unquestionably some development

of antipathy on account of post-Bismarckian au-

tocracy and militarism. The Kaiser's utter-

ances on these and other matters were of a strik-

ing character, much like those of Mr. Roosevelt

in this country, and hence made good copy for

the newspapers. 4 Very important was the

growth of trade rivalry. Both Germany and the

United States underwent a tremendous economic

and commercial development prior to the World
War, and this led to competition for the markets

of the world. Many believe this to be the most

important and deep-seated cause of the growing

coolness between the two countries.
5 The im-

perialism associated with this commercial expan-

sion brought numerous clashes in foreign policy.

There was some trouble over Samoa between

1872 and 1889. The conduct of Admiral von

Diederichs in the Philippines in 1898 was dis-

tinctly unfriendly to this country, and in marked
contrast to that of the commander of the British
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fleet in these waters at the time." The procedure

of Germany in China at the time of the occupa-

tion of the Shantung peninsula and in the Boxer

Revolt alarmed the representatives of American

interests in China. 7 Germany was also making a

notable economic conquest of Latin American

markets in the decade before the War, and

stirred the envy of American merchants and

investors. Then there was a definite clash

over Venezuela during Roosevelt's administra-

tion.
8

Another very important factor lay in the fact

that the American papers relied for much of their

material on German affairs upon the Harms-

worth papers in England which were even notori-

ously anti-German. 9 The articles of the Ger-

manophobe, F. W. Wile, in the New York Times

powerfully promoted American suspicion of Ger-

many. By the opening of the present century

the anti-German current was definitely setting in

in this country, and the various efforts to counter-

act it through the visit of Prince Henry in 1902,

the gift of the statue of Frederick the Great in

1905, the exchange professorships, and the inter-

pretation of German culture by Hugo Miinster-

berg were inadequate to the task. We were al-

ready very strongly pro-Entente before Printsip

began his target-practice in the spring of 1914. 10

Yet the anti-German feeling was more preva-

lent in lay circles than in the acts and policies of

the government. The American State Depart-
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ment in 1914 was officially friendly and formally

correct in its attitude towards Germany, though

it must be remembered that there were certain

:
unofficial, and perhaps written, understandings

with Great Britain likely to influence our action

in any European crisis in which Great Britain

was involved.

There was, of course, some strong anti-English

sentiment in Hibernian circles, but the anti-

German sentiment was far stronger than any

other American attitude towards a major Eu-

ropean state. There were some prominent men
who maintained independent judgment and

failed to capitulate to the Harmsworth policies.

Among these were Roosevelt, 11 Nicholas Murray

Butler and W. H. Taft. The New York Times

for June 8, 1913, ran a special section devoted to

the celebration of the twenty-fifth anniversary of

the accession of the Kaiser. Among other

things it contained eloquent testimonials of

prominent Americans and Englishmen bearing

upon the contributions of the Kaiser to the ad-

vancement of the culture and well-being of the

German Empire and the world, laying special

. stress upon the Kaiser's work in advancing the

cause of world peace. Roosevelt led off with

the statement that he had received more aid from

the Kaiser in ending the Russo-Japanese War
. than he had obtained from any other person.

Perhaps the most striking example of moral

courage and independent opinion was the letter
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written for this issue by President Butler of

Columbia University which we quote in full

:

To the Editor of The New York Times:—
It was either a satirist or a cynic who said that Euro-

pean politics might best be described as the science of

misunderstanding. No personality is so likely to be mis-

understood as one called to occupy high position and so

placed as to be unable to make explanation or defense

when misinterpreted or personally attacked. It may

safely be said that this is particularly true of a sovereign,

especially of a sovereign in these twentieth century days.

The German Emperor, who is now about to complete

the first quarter century of a most eventful reign, will

only be correctly understood when history is called

upon for its calm, dispassionate judgment, and when

those intimate revelations of mind and of character

that private records contain are added to that which is

made public as it occurs.

To be hereditary ruler, monarch, of millions upon mil-

lions of highly intellectual, industrious, and ambitious

people, is in itself, at this period of the world's history,

an achievement of the first magnitude. To be monarch

of such a people in a period of industrial and intellec-

tual unrest, of economic and territorial expansion, and

of unprecedented commercial development, avoiding

armed conflict with other nations and preserving order

and progress at home, rises almost to the heights of the

miraculous. To be a King who rules, who shares in the

task of government, and who represents the national

life and the national aspiration, requires ability and

character of the first order.

Such a monarch must be at once a man of action and
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a student; he must be at once of judicial temperament

and abounding in sympathy and imagination; he must

have both sound ideas and true ideals ; he must really

care, and care profoundly, for the economic welfare,

the happiness, the comfort, and the morality of his

people ; he must guide their thought and their action

constantly forward, yet he must not get out of touch

with the great mass of the population or fall out of

step with their daily tramp.

It must be left for history and the public revelation

of that knowledge which is now confined to the few to

support the statement that the German Emperor, in

his reign of twenty-five years, has done all these things

and has manifested all these traits. If the German

Emperor had not been born to monarchy, he would

have been chosen monarch—or Chief Executive—by
popular vote of any modern people among whom his lot

might have been cast.

Nicholas Murray Butler.

Former-President, now Chief Justice, Taft took

the following strong position in the New York
Times for June 6 and 8, 1913:

The truth of history requires the verdict that, con-

sidering the centrally important place which has been

his among the nations, the German Empire has been for

the last quarter of a century the greatest single individ-

ual force in the practical maintenance of the peace of

the world."

Another important factor is to be found in the

contrast between the attitudes of Mr. Page and
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Mr. Gerard towards the countries in which they

were resident as the representatives of the

United States when the War came. As we shall

point out later in more detail, Mr. Page so con-

ducted himself that even Mr. Wilson once pro-

nounced him more English than the English

themselves. Gerard offered no such services to

the German cause. The German attitude and

activities growing out of the German efforts to

retaliate against the illegal British blockade were

a frequent cause of irritation to Mr. Wilson, and

Mr. Gerard was not a second Page continually

soothing Wilson with respect to troublesome Ger-

man acts. In fact, Gerard was notably anti-

German, and his administration of his duties was

frequently so maladroit as to cause Mr. Wilson

no little irritation.
12 But Wilson in most cases

transferred his dislike from his Ambassador to

the country with which he was dealing. Hence,

there was a situation in which the Ambassador to

England was doing everything possible to pre-

vent this country from getting indignant with

England, while the Ambassador to Germany be-

haved in quite a different fashion.

II. ENGLISH VIOLATION OF NEUTRAL RIGHTS

IN ITS RELATION TO THE GERMAN
SUBMARINE WARFARE

The alleged reason why the United States en-

tered the War was, of course, the resumption of
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unlimited German submarine warfare, 13 but to

have any understanding of the deeper causes we

must get at the causes for the German submarine

warfare in general, as well as its resumption in

January, 1917. Here we are on firm ground.

There is no doubt that the German submarine

warfare was developed as a counter movement

against the English violation of international

law in regard to blockade, contraband and con-

tinuous voyage. By practically destroying, in

these respects, the rights of neutrals, which had

been worked out in a century of the develop-

ment of international law, Great Britain was

virtually able to shut off all imports into Ger-

many from foreign countries, not only directly

but also through neutral ports. It was to re-

taliate against this that Germany initiated her

submarine warfare, which certainly cannot be re-

garded as in any sense more atrocious in fact or

law than those English violations of neutral

rights which had produced the submarine cam-

paign. By practically acquiescing in these Brit-

ish violations of international law we not only

lost most of what we had gained in the past in the

way of establishing neutral rights on the seas,

but also set a precedent which will prove an ex-

tremely nasty and embarrassing stumbling-block

in the course of future negotiations in the event

of war. 14

In addition to these English violations of inter-
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national law which vitally affected Germany as

well as neutrals, there were many special exam-

ples of British lawlessness, such a the intercep-

tion of our mails, the use of the American flag on

British ships, the seizure and search of United

States officials below the rank of minister while

traveling to and from their continental posts, and

the capture of ships like the Dacia (by the

French at the instigation of Page and the Brit-

ish) , which had been legally transferred from en-

emy countries to American owners. 15 If the

United States had held England strictly to inter-

national law upon the threat of severance of dip-

lomatic relations or even war, as we did in the

case of Germany and as we unquestionably

should have done in the case of England, the

German submarine warfare would not have been

necessary and probably would not have been util-

ized. SrLJve may say with absolute _certainty

that it was the unneutrality, laclTbT courage, or

rnaladroitne^s
_

^f^he^V\rashington authorities in

regard to English violations of international law

which produced the German submarine warfare

thaT actu^JlyTebTus into war?15 It must be

remembered, however, that the resumption of

German submarine warfare, like the Belgian

question in England, was the excuse and not the

real reason for our entering the War. President

Wilson and Colonel House had decided that we
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would come in at least a year before the subma-

rine warfare was resumed by Germany. 17

The gist of the whole matter, then, appears to

be that Mr. Wilson failed himself to observe the

neutrality he enjoined upon his country at the

outbreak of the War. By permitting England

but not Germany to violate international law pro-

miscuously he inevitably invited those reprisals

which occurred. He then found in the action

which he thus stimulated those ostensible causes

for the war which he idealized after April, 1917.

The above contentions are well brought out in

the following letter of Mr. Bryan to President

Wilson, which also makes it clear that Germany
was willing to listen to the American suggestions

as to negotiations about submarine warfare,

while Great Britain refused to consider for a mo-

ment any discussion of the British blockade: 18

April 23, 1915.

My Dear Mr. President:

In a note to you this afternoon I stated that Mr.

Lansing would take your instructions to Old Point Com-

fort and prepare a tentative draft or note in the

Thrasher case, during his stay there.

As I have not been able to reach the same conclusion

to which you have arrived in this case, I feel it my duty

to set forth the situation as I see it. The note which

you propose will, I fear, very much inflame the already
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hostile feeling against us in Germany, not entirely be-

cause of our protest against Germany's action in this

case, but in part because of its contrast with our atti-

tude toward the Allies. If we oppose the use of sub-

marines against merchantmen we will lay down a law

for ourselves as well as for Germany. If we admit the

right of the submarine to attack merchantmen but con-

demn their particular act or class of acts as inhuman

we will be embarrassed by the fact that we have not

protested against Great Britain's defense of the right

to prevent foods reaching non-combatant enemies.

We suggested the admission of food and the abandon-

ment of torpedo attacks upon merchant vessels. Ger-

many seemed willing to negotiate, but Great Britain

refused to consider the proposition. I fear that de-

nunciation of one and silence as to the other will be con-

strued by some as partiality. You do not make allow-

ance for the fact that we were notified of the intended

use of the submarine, or for the fact that the deceased

knowingly took the risk of traveling on an enemy ship.

I cannot see that he is differently situated from those

who by remaining in a belligerent country assume risk

or injury. Our people will, I believe, be slow to admit

the right of a citizen to involve his country in a war

when by exercising ordinary care he could have avoided

danger.

The fact that we have not contested Great Britain's

assertion of the right to use our flag has still further

aggravated Germany and we cannot overlook the fact

that the sale of arms and ammunition, while it could not

be forbidden under neutrality, has worked so entirely

for the benefit of one side as to give to Germany—not
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justification but an excuse for charging that we are

favoring the Allies. I have mentioned these things to

show the atmosphere through which the Thrasher note

will be received by Germany.

Believing that such a note as you propose is, under

the conditions that now exist, likely to bring on a

crisis, I venture to suggest an alternative, namely, an

appeal to the nations at war to consider terms of peace.

We cannot justify waiting until both sides, or even one

side, asks for mediation. As a neutral we cannot have

in mind the wishes of one side more than the wishes of

the other side. . . .

With assurances, etc., I am, my dear Mr. President,

Very truly yours,

W. J. Bryan.

On the point that the failure of the United

States to deal with both belligerents in identical

fashion helped to bring on the War, Germany-

stated her position in the note of February 18,

1915, in which she said that "They (the Ger-

mans) rely on the neutrals who have hitherto

tacitly or under protest submitted to the conse-

quences, detrimental to themselves, of England's

war of famine to display no less tolerance toward

Germany, even if the German measures consti-

tute new forms of maritime war, as has hitherto

been the case with the English measures." This

demand for impartiality of treatment was proper,

but that the State Department did not consider

it so is evident from Secretary Lansing's note to
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the German Government on May 8, 1916, as

follows: "In order, however, to avoid any pos-

sible misunderstanding the Government of the

United States notifies the Imperial Government

that it cannot for a moment entertain, much less

discuss, a suggestion that respect by German

naval authorities for the rights of citizens of the

United States upon the high seas should in any

way or in the slightest degree be made contingent

upon the conduct of any other Government af-

fecting the rights of neutrals and non-

combatants. Responsibility in such matters is

single, not joint; absolute, not relative." This

position of Secretary Lansing was unsound

and improper. He could hardly demand that

one belligerent obey the laws of war and tolerate

repeated violations by the other. The tolera-

tion of British violation induced and made neces-

sary the German departure. At an earlier stage

in the war, our State Department seems to have

admitted some such doctrine, but as we gradually

departed from neutrality, the view changed and

it was deemed proper to hold one belligerent to

strict compliance with the laws governing neu-

trality and to permit the other widely to depart

therefrom. At one time Lansing denounced the

British measures as "illegal and indefensible"

but he did nothing to support the use of these

harsh but just words.

In considering the problem as to why Mr. Wil-
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son and his associates were unwilling to intervene

to coerce England and restrict her lawlessness

on the seas, we can be sure that there were many
and varied factors involved. Unquestionably

the most powerful influence was the virulent

pro-English attitude of Ambassador Page, who

persistently and openly fought against Mr.

Bryan and Mr. Lansing in the efforts of the

latter to protect American rights against the

arrogance and maritime anarchy of Great

Britain. The sad and humiliating story of

Page's reprehensible activities in this regard is

admirably summarized in the article by Mr. Grat-

tan in the American Mercury for September,

1925—an article which was carefully read and re-

vised by one of the world's foremost authorities

on the international law of neutral rights.
19

The following is a fair sample of Mr. Page's

"patriotic" procedure as the accredited repre-

sentative of the United States at the court of St.

James, entrusted with the responsibility of pro-

tecting the rights of his country. Our govern-

ment had mildly protested against the flagrant

violation of international law by the English,

but Page, instead of presenting a forceful case

to Sir Edward Grey, went through the form of

reading it to Grey and then asked Grey to co-

operate with him in formulating an effective

reply to our own State Department. The

offense of Benedict Arnold seems highly com-
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parable. Both worked earnestly and directly to

promote the cause of Anglo-American unity.

This astonishing conduct of Page is revealed

by Sir Edward Grey in his recently published

memoirs. One of the significant cases he re-

counts as follows

:

20

Page came to see me at the Foreign Office one day and

produced a long dispatch from Washington contestng

our claim to act as we were doing in stopping contra-

band going to neutral ports. "I am instructed," he

said, "to read this dispatch to you." He read and I

listened. He then said: "I have now read the dis-

patch, but I do not agree with it ; let us consider how it

should be answered."

This was too much even for the editorial writ-

ers of the New York Times, certainly a group

as much committed to the theory of the lamb-like

innocence of Poincare and the divinely-guided

rectitude of Sir Edward Grey as it would be pos-

sible for any equally large assemblage of cultured

men to be. The Times writer comments as fol-

lows upon Page's behavior as a "second Nathan

Hale": 21

For a parallel to this action the records of diplomacy

would probably be searched in vain. An ambassador

is right in doing all he can to help maintain friendly

relations between his own Government and the one to

which he is accredited. . . . But an ambassador's first

duty is, after all, to the government which he represents.
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If he disagrees with its policy, he must keep still about it

while in office abroad. Should his dissent be too strong

for him to endure, he can always resign. But to act

as Ambassador Page did was to follow a course for

which it would be difficult to find a precedent and which

could not be made common in diplomatic practice with-

out demoralizing and disastrous consequences.

When Page did take his duties as Ambassador
seriously Grey was able to divert his attention

from "intercepted cargoes to the more congenial

subject of Wordsworth, Tennyson, and other

favorite poets." 22

One of the most fair and judicious estimates

of Page as Ambassador is contained in the fol-

lowing concluding paragraphs of Bainbridge

Colby's review of the third volume of Mr. Page's

letters in the Saturday Review of Literature for

December 5, 1925:

I had occasion during one of the darkest hours of the

War to visit England on an official mission and when I

took my leave of the President at the White House he

said to me: "Now be an American. Our men only

last about six months in England and then they be-

come Anglicized." The President referred to the subtle

and encompassing and penetrating charm which is Eng-

lish. I think Page fell a victim to it. He took ab-

solutely the English view of the controversies that arose

during the War about our neutral rights. He saw

with the vividness of close proximity the great issue of

freedom as opposed to autocracy. It impaired his in-
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tellectual refraction. It distorted the angles of his

vision. His sincerity is beyond question and his popu-

lar success in England was unmistakable, but he had

ceased to be a serviceable spokesman of the President

or a dependable Ambassador of the United States.

Hence Colonel House and his unofficial mission.

Hence the estrangement of Page from the President,

—

and a Presidential silence that was considerate but

knowing; followed by a course that was independent of

his Ambassador, but right.

Incidentally, Mr. Wilson's remark to Colby fur-

nishes an excellent illustration of the Scriptural

statement as to the ease with which one detects

the mote in the eye of another without discerning

the beam in his own. Colby's judgment of Page

is thoroughly shared by Colonel House in his

recently published memoirs.

If we had possessed at London a competent,

fair-minded and judicious Ambassador the story

of American foreign policy from 1914-1919

would have been far different from what it was.

In a letter to the New York Nation for

November 25, 1925, Mr. Arthur Garfield Hays
contends that Mr. Page was not so anti-

American as he seems from his letters. Mr.

Hays believes that a most exaggerated impres-

sion of Mr. Page's pro-British attitude has been

created by the editorial work of Mr. Burton J.

Hendrick. When we recall that Mr. Hendrick

was largely responsible for the book of Mr. Mor-
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genthau containing the Potsdam Conference

myth, we might bs inclined to take considerable

stock in Mr. Hays' thesis, were it not for the

fact that Lord Grey makes out quite the same

case against Page in his memoirs. Moreover,

the well-known results of Mr. Page's conduct of

his office during the controversy over neutral

rights were not due to Mr. Hendrick. Again,

Mr. Plays wrote before the third volume of

Page's Life and Letters had appeared in which

Mr. Page stands self-convicted as an open op-

ponent of Mr. Wilson, Colonel House and the

State Department.

Added to Page's primary responsibility was

the naive Anglo-mania of Secretary Houston,

who had great influence with Mr. Wilson as an

individual and as a member of his cabinet. Then,

there was the very real pro-British sentiments of

Mr. Wilson. Though Mr. Wilson's Anglo-mania

was relatively slight and benign as compared with

that of Mr. Page, it was unquestionably robust,

and all of his writings from his youth onward re-

veal the fact that Mr. Wilson knew little or cared

little about the culture of any other European
country save that of England. All of his great

heroes in literature and political science were

English authors. 23 These diverse facts and in-

fluences prevented Mr. Wilson from ever sending

the strong note he had drafted in protest against

English violations of our rights, and also pre-
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vented him from thoroughly backing up Mr.

Lansing in his struggle against Mr. Page and the

British authorities in the vain effort to defend

American rights against Great Britain." 4

Our attitude as to the settlement of claims

against the Entente and against Germany has

been as lacking in impartiality as our conduct in

enforcing the recognition of international law as

between these two groups. The claims against

Germany, even when judged by standards en-

tirely outside of international law, boil down to

$180,000,000. In part to vindicate these claims

we entered a war that cost us about $30,000,000,-

000. The claims against the Entente, even when

based strictly on international law, greatly exceed

$180,000,000. Nevertheless, though eight years

have passed since the termination of hostilities,

our Department of State has never made the

slightest move to bring about a settlement of

these large claims against the Entente.

III. THE PRESSURE FOR WAR BY AMERICAN

BUSINESS AND FINANCE

Next we should note the powerful pressure of

the great American financial interests and their

subsidized press. From the beginning the inter-

national banking houses of the United States had

taken a distinctly unneutral attitude, favoring

investment in the bonds of the Allied countries,
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and discouraging or refusing investment in the

paper of the Central Powers. This immediately

gave us a strong financial stake in the cause of

the Entente, and this stake grew larger with each

year of the war. Likewise, American industry

inevitably became violently pro-Ally. This was

due to the fact that the British illegal blockade

unlawfully cut off our sales of war materials to

the Central Powers and made our enormous war

profits dependent upon the purchases made by

Great Britain, France, Russia and Italy. Upon
the prospects of their success in the War and

their ability to prolong the conflict depended the

relative amount of American profits and the

probability of our receiving payment for the

goods we sold to these Entente powers. 25

The writer is no fervent believer in the uni-

versal validity of the economic interpretation of

history or in the correctness of the attempts

which have been made to demonstrate that the

United States went into the World War solely

because of our investments in and sales to the

Allied countries, but unquestionably from 1915-

1918 the enormous power of American finance

and industry was directed wholly toward the de-

fense of the Allied powers and the support of

their subtle propaganda. 26 In most cases this

did not rest upon any original sympathy with

these countries, but upon the actual nature of the

economic realities of the moment. Had we in-
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vested primarily in the bonds of the Central

Powers, and had we been selling most of our
|

goods to these same powers, there is no doubt

that American finance and industry would have

been as flagrantly pro-German as it was pro-

English and pro-French in 1915, 1916 and 1917.

Interesting in this connection is Gabriel Hano-

taux's statement, never denied by the Americans

involved, that former Ambassador Myron T.

Herrick, Ambassador William Graves Sharp and

Robert Bacon, all intimately related to great in-

ternational banking houses in the United States,

gave France every encouragement in September,

1914, that the United States would ultimately be

brought in to aid the Allies, though they frankly

admitted there was as yet little or no sentiment

for intervention in this country.
27

The problem of the American bankers in re-

gard to Allied credit became acute at the close of

1916. The ability to raise further loans for the

Entente countries from private credit was prac-

tically at an end by January, 1917, and the Wall

Street bankers were in despair. Their only hope

of relief lay in the possibility of shifting the bur-

den from their own shoulders to the back of the

United States treasury. This feat could only

be achieved by having the United States abandon
|

the pretense of technical and formal neutrality

and enter the conflict as a co-belligerent. The
|

German submarine note of January 31,1917, was
{
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therefore a veritable god-send to the international

bankers of this country. It crowned with success

their earlier efforts to bring about American in-

tervention. At the time the United States de-

clared war Great Britain had overdrawn her ac-

count with American bankers to the amount of

$400,000,000. As the British fiscal agent ad-

mitted, the immediate American deposit of this

sum with J. P. Morgan "saved the British from a

collapse in their credit." One does not have to

adopt the theory of diabolic possession in inter-

preting this aspiration or this conduct on the part

of the leading bankers, many of whom were high-
: minded and pacifically inclined individuals.

They had simply become very heavily involved in

a complex net of international finance which

seemed likely to disintegrate with disastrous
' results to themselves and their clients if we
1 did not enter the World War. As is usual in the
; business world, they put their professional in-

' ferests and commitments ahead of their personal

'jopinions, preferences and convictions. In an
e article in the Anglo-American number of the

'Manchester Guardian (January 27, 1920) Mr.
e iThomas Lamont set forth the facts as to the at-

y titude of his firm before America's entry into the
n War with a blunt honesty and candor, as com-
!' mendable as it is rare:

16

At the request of certain of the foreign Govern-
b

ments the firm of Messrs. J. P. Morgan and Co. under-
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took to coordinate the requirements of the Allies, and

then to bring about regularity and promptness in ful-

filling those requirements. Those were the days when

American citizens were being urged to remain neutral

in action, in word, and even in thought. But our firm

had never for one moment been neutral : we didn't know

how to be. From the very start we did everything \ve

could to contribute to the cause of the Allies. And

this particular work had two effects: one in assisting

the Allies in the production of goods and munitions in

America necessary to the Allies' vigorous prosecution

of the war; the other in helping to develop this great

and profitable export trade that our country has had.

One does not have to follow Upton Sinclair in

every phase of his argument to be aware that

American newspapers follow the dictates of

American finance and industry very closely and

very faithfully. Hence, the American press had

become by 1915 and 1916 almost uniformly and

intolerantly pro-Ally, and in its editorials and its

handling of the news scathingly attacked Mr.

Wilson's neutral efforts. In some cases Eng-

lishmen actually took over the control of some of

the leading American dailies. Northcliffe spent

vast sums of money to secure extensive control

over the sentiment of the American press. In

the case of the Providence Journal, the propa-

ganda efforts of the editor were so extreme and

flagrant, that in the case of faked material pre-
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pared for World's Work, the government had to

intervene, and force strategic moderation. The

story of Entente triumph over the American

;

press is proudly narrated by Sir Gilbert Parker

! in Harper's Magazine for March, 1918. 28

IV. AMERICA AND ENTENTE PROPAGANDA

This favorable attitude of the American press

toward the Entente Powers was an enormous ad-

vantage to the latter. We were made to feel that

the Entente was fighting the cause of the small

and weak nations against the ruthlessness of a

great bully. We were inevitably led to believe

that the War had been started through the delib-

erate determination of Germany to initiate her

alleged long-cherished plan to dominate the

l

planet, while the Entente had proposed diplo-

matic settlement from the beginning and had

only taken up arms in self-defense with the ut-

most reluctance. This theory of the German
provocation of the War and the German lust for

world dominion was played up in the newspapers

and distributed in pamphlets of the National Se-

curity League and the American Defense Soci-

ety 29
until the danger from Germany struck

terror into the hearts of Americans, and citizens

of Peoria. Illinois, and Council Bluffs, Iowa,

lived in daily dread of a German submarine at-
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tack; as a few years later they searched under

their beds nightly for the Bolshevik there se-

creted.

Then, the United States was peculiarly at the

mercy of the falsified atrocity pictures and other

propaganda poured into this country by the

Allies, who were at the same time able to keep

from public knowledge the German counter-

propaganda as well as German proofs of the fal-

sity of these atrocity pictures, recently so con-

clusively demonstrated by Ferdinand Av-

enarius.
30 These circumstances made it much

easier for the pro-Ally groups to inflame Ameri-

can opinion and swing the country for war.

While in America during the War Northcliffe

made the following significant remark to a dis-

tinguished American professor: "Much as I

like the Americans, for a people who have

boasted of their freedom and democracy, I had

never expected to behold on their part so craven

a spirit of submission. So far as exercising real

independence of judgment and action with re-

spect to the war is concerned, I can think of only

one people with whom to compare the Ameri-

cans, namely, the Chinese."

Further, the Germans were singularly awk-

ward and unhappy in their utterances. The

more exuberant among them openly voiced their

aspirations as to territorial aggression and ag-

grandizement, while the Allies carefully re-
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stricted their similar plans to closely hidden

secret treaties, and concentrated their publicity

upon their unselfish and disinterested struggle

for ideals and the peace of the world. 31

Finally, there is the question of the Lusitania,

one of the matters most exploited by friends of

the Entente in their efforts to drive Mr. Wilson
into the War. It is debatable as to whether the

Lusitania was violating international law by car-

rying a heavy cargo of munitions of war. But it

is beyond question that as a naval auxiliary, as a

British ship warned of her danger in the war
zone, and as a warship carrying munitions, she

lost about all of her immunities as a merchant

ship. Her passengers likewise assumed the risks

inherent to their danger in accepting passage on
the boat. If, in addition, she was armed she un-

questionably lost all of her privileges as a peace-

ful merchant ship, and was not even entitled to a

warning before being attacked. While any hu-

mane person would naturally deplore the loss of

life incidental to the sinking of the Lusitania, it

is necessary to insist here that the sinking of a

score of ships such as the Lusitania in no way
compared as an inhuman atrocity with the il-

legally produced British blockade of Germany
which brought disease or starvation to hundreds

of thousands of innocent German non-combat-

ants.
32

As few persons have any real knowledge of the
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facts in the Lusitcmia case it may be useful here

to set forth some of the essentials. The passen-

gers on the Lusitania had not only been warned

of their danger by Germany two weeks before

the ship sailed, but their sailing on this ship was
f

actually in violation of our own statutes. The

salient facts were set forth by Senator La Fol- ti

lette in a speech of September 20, 1917, in St.

Paul: 33

i

Four days before the "Lusitania" sailed, President

Wilson was warned in person by Secretary of State

Bryan that the "Lusitania" had six million pounds of I

ammunition aboard, besides explosives, and that the pas- I

sengers who proposed to sail on that vessel were sailing r

in violation of a statute of this country, that no passen-

ger shall travel upon a railroad train or sail upon a
a

vessel that carries dangerous explosives. And Mr.

Bryan appealed to President Wilson to stop passengers

from sailing upon the "Lusitania."

The Senate attempted to impeach La Follette |

for this speech, but Dudley Field Malone, Col-

lector of the Port of New York, confirmed the |

truth of the statements of Bryan and La Follette

concerning the cargo of the Lusitania and the

matter was adroitly and speedily dropped.

The British have denied that the Lusitania was i

armed, but before they can substantiate this claim
|

it will be necessary for them to disprove the fol- !

lowing revelation taken from the New York
j

Tribune of June 19, 1913: I



AMERICA FOLLOWS ENGLAND 617

The reason why the crack liner Lusitania is so long

delayed at Liverpool has been announced to be because

her turbine engines are being completely replaced, but

Cunard officials acknowledged to the Tribune corre-

spondent today that the greyhound is being equipped

with high power naval rifles in conformity with Eng-

land's new policy of arming passenger boats. So when

the great ship, the third selected by the Government

for armament, next appears in New York Harbor about

the end of August she will be the first British merchant-

man for more than a century sailing up the Lower Bay
with black guns bristling over her sides.

In fact, the Lusitania was registered in the

British navy as an auxiliary cruiser. Finally, the

rapid sinking of the Lusitania was something un-

foreseen by naval engineers or the German naval

authorities. She was expected to remain afloat

for hours after being torpedoed.34

As early as May, 1915, when the Lusitania

was torpedoed it was evident to Germany that

the United States could not be depended upon
to defend the rights of neutrals by curbing Eng-
lish violations of international law.

v. "he kept us out of war"

The case of Woodrow Wilson is singularly

like that of Sir Edward Grey, namely, that of a

man who loved peace but was drawn into war by
a false conception of the facts and issues in-

volved. There is no doubt that he was a pacifist

at heart, but he viewed the conflict as one in which
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England was upholding the cause of civilization.

This led to his determination to enter the conflict

if the entry of the United States should become

essential to a British victory and if it was possible

to put the country in as a unit. His policy, then,

was one of combining a hope for an Entente vic-

tory with the preparation of the country for war

in the event that England could not win without

our assistance. There is no doubt that Wilson

was as determined to enter the conflict as was

Roosevelt, but he was far more subtle and adroit

in his method of getting the country ready to sup-

port him in that move. When Wilson put the

country into the War he had given the impres-

sion of having been a long-suffering and much

abused pacifist who had resolutely stood out

against war until no other alternative presented

itself. This made the country convinced that it

was really fighting in self-defense, something far

different from what would have been the case if

we had followed Roosevelt's advice and jumped

headlong into the conflict after the sinking of the

Lusitania.35

On August 11, 1914, Mr. Wilson issued his

proclamation of neutrality, embodying a most

commendable spirit of fairness. He stated in

part

:

We must be impartial in thought as well as in action

;

we must put a curb on our sentiments as well as upon
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every transaction that might be construed as a prefer-

ence of one party to the struggle before another. . . .

Every man who really loves America will act and speak

in the true spirit of neutrality, which is the spirit of

impartiality and fairness and friendliness to all con-

cerned.

That Mr. Wilson was never in fact really neu-

tral is attested to by numerous competent au-

thorities. The letter of Mr. Bryan cited above

proves that he had one set of concepts and pro-

cedure for Great Britain and the Entente, and

quite another for the Central Powers. Even
more authoritative and convincing on this point

is the letter contributed to the New York Times

for January 29, 1925, by Thomas Watt Gregory,

the former Attorney-General in the administra-

tion of Woodrow Wilson:

To the Editor of the New York Times:

I have recently spent two months in Great Britain

and was greatly surprised to find there a growing tend-

ency to minimize the contributions of the United

States to the winning of the World War, and a curious

misconception of Woodrow Wilson's attitude toward

that war. This misconception seems to have been

steadily growing since the late President retired from

office, and is largely accounted for by the fact that dur-

ing these four years a number of his political opponents

have written and spoken to English audiences. In

many instances they have been severely critical, and in

some instances frankly abusive. The impropriety and
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cruelty of aiming poisoned shafts at a slowly dying

man—of whom, at least, it must be said that he fell in

the harness, sacrificing his life, his health, his happiness

—all but his fame—in valiantly battling for what he be-

lieved to be the salvation of mankind—is manifest. The

friends of Mr. Wilson have too often remained silent

when the truth should have been told and misrepresenta-

tions corrected.

Sometimes through ignorance, and sometimes through

malice, the War President has been charged with having

had no sympathy with the Allies, with having im-

properly delayed the entry of the United States into

the war, and with having failed to vigorously prosecute

that war.

A single incident furnishes a complete refutation of

the first charge. Up to the time that Germany began

its atrocious submarine warfare culminating in the sink-

ing of the Lusitania we had far less cause for complaint

against her than we had against Great Britain ; the

latter had repeatedly seized on the high seas our vessels

bound for neutral ports ; it had appropriated these ves-

sels and their cargoes ; it had opened our mail and pre-

vented its delivery ; it had ignored our protests, and in

some instances had for weeks and months even failed to

acknowledge their receipt. These were substantially

the same acts that brought on the War of 1812.

While these conditions existed, a Cabinet meeting was

held, at which several of Mr. Wilson's advisers ex-

pressed great indignation at what they considered vio-

lation of our international rights, and urged a more

vigorous policy on our part.

After patiently listening, Mr. Wilson said, in that
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quiet way of his, that the ordinary rules of conduct had

no application to the situation; that the Allies were

standing with their backs to the wall, fighting wild

beasts ; that he would permit nothing to be done by our

country to hinder or embarrass them in the prosecution

of the war unless admitted rights were grossly violated,

and that this policy must be understood as settled.

Like all true-hearted Americans, he hoped that the

United States would not be drawn into the war; but he

was of Scotch and English blood, and by inheritance,

tradition and rearing at all times the friend of the Al-

lies.

As to the second charge that Mr. Wilson improperly

delayed our entry into the war, all well-informed men

whose minds work honestly know that the wisest thing

he ever did was to refrain from recommending to Con-

gress a declaration of war until a practically united

country was behind the recommendation.

No greater mistake could have been made in a country

organized like ours than to have declared war over the

protest of a large body of our citizens or a large mi-

nority of the Congress ; such action could have resulted

only in disaster.

During the first two years of the war undoubtedly a

large majority of our people and of Congress favored

our keeping out, and this was the overwhelming senti-

ment of the people of the middle and western portions

of the. country. As time passed and the situation became

more tense, Mr. Wilson repeatedly investigated and

weighed public opinion, and kept himself fully advised

of the situation in and outside of Congress.

Unanimity came with the repudiation by Germany
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of her pledge as to restricted submarine warfare and the

publication of the Zimmerman note. Mr. Wilson then

acted at once, and a united country sprang to arms.

No greater slogan was ever uttered by human lips

than his call of a peace-loving people to war. He sig-

naled to the Allies across the Atlantic to hold the lines,

for we were coming; he promised 2,000,000, 4,000,000,

10,000,000 men, if needed, and all the moral and mate-

rial resources of the country without stint.

T. W. Gregory.

Houston, Texas, Jan. 23, 1925.

Mr. Tumulty interprets Mr. Wilson's attitude

in exactly" the same fashion. Writing of the

scene after the President's delivery of his mes-

sage advising the declaration of war, Mr. Tum-
ulty says: 36

I shall never forget that scene in the Cabinet Room
beween the President and myself. He appeared like a

man who had thrown off old burdens only to add new

ones.

It was apparent in his talk with me that he felt

deeply wounded at the criticism that for months had

been heaped upon him for his seeming unwillingness to

go to war with Germany. As he discussed the step

he had just taken, it was evident to me that he keenly

felt the full solemnity and tragedy of it all. Turning

to me, he said: "Tumulty, from the very beginning I

saw the end of this horrible thing ; but I could not move

faster than the great mass of our people would permit.

Very few understood the difficult and trying position. I
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have been placed in during the years through which we

have just passed. In the policy of patience and for-

bearance I pursued I tried to make every part of Amer-

ica and the varied elements of our population under-

stand that we were willing to go to any length rather

than resort to Avar with Germany. As I told you

months ago, it would have been foolish for us to have

been rushed off our feet and to have gone to war over an

isolated affair like the Lusitania. But now we are cer-

tain that there will be no regrets or looking back on the

part of our people. There is but one course now left

open to us. Our consciences are clear, and we must

prepare for the inevitable—a fight to the end. Ger-

many must be made to understand that we have rights

that she must respect. There were few who understood

this policy of patience. I do not mean to say this in

a spirit of criticism. Indeed, many of the leading jour-

nals of the country were unmindful of the complexities

of the situation which confronted us."

The President then took out of his pocket an old and

worn newspaper clipping, saying: "I wish to read you

an analysis of my position and my policy by a special

writer for the Manchester Guardian, who seemed, with-

out consulting me or even conferring with me, to know

just what I am driving at."

This special writer, commenting upon the Wilson pol-

icy, had said:

"Mr. Wilson's patience, now derided and criticized,

will inevitably be the means by which he will lead his

people by easy stages to the side of the Allies. By his

methods of patience and apparent subservience to Ger-

many, he will convince the whole American people that
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no other course save war is possible. This policy of

Wilson's, now determined on, will work a complete

transformation in his people. It will not evidence it-

self quickly or overnight. The moral preachment of
j

Wilson before and after war will be the cause that will

finally bring his people to the side of the Allies."

A crucial aspect of the causes of the American

entry into the World War is the problem of what

changed Mr. Wilson from an ostensible and far-

sighted neutral into a vigorous partisan of the

Allied propaganda. In 1914 he had proclaimed

that the United States must be neutral in thought

as well as action, and that the assumption of the
]

unique guilt of one or another nation was absurd,

the war having sprung from a multitude of com-
|

plex causes. By 1917 he was maintaining that

Germany alone brought on the War and that the

very safety of the United States depended upon

the crushing of German militarism.

In the first place, we must remember that

Woodrow Wilson was a human being affected by

the news, editorials and propaganda that played I

upon the minds of his fellow-citizens. When
we recall that a large number of American his-

torians and political scientists who were much
superior to Mr. Wilson in intellectual capacity

and professional standing completely succumbed

to this same propaganda we need not wonder

that he was affected by it to some considerable

degree. In the next place, we should note the



AMERICA FOLLOWS ENGLAND 625

importance of his strong British sympathies

which we have pointed out above. Also there

was the long-continued pressure of Mr. Page,

which most certainly must have had a tremendous

influence upon Mr. Wilson, in spite of his occa-

sional irritation at Page's excesses, and his ex-

clamation at one time to the effect that Page was

more British than the British themselves.

Colonel House's memoirs now show us that he

was converted to the war policy months before

Wilson. In the light of his close relations with

Wilson at the time there can be little doubt that

House was a powerful factor after 1915 in swing-

ing Wilson for war. The distinctly anti-German

bias and pro-British sympathies of Wilson,

Houston, Page, House and other Southern con-

fidants of Wilson, have led some writers to hold

that Wilson was motivated in part by resentment

at the decisive part played by the Germans in

preserving the union during the Civil War.
They contend that Wilson made war on Ger-

many to "avenge Appomattox."

Again, there was the matter of natural human
pride and sensitiveness to criticism. Some of

the most powerful American individuals and
newspapers had become violently pro-Ally early

in the War and directed withering and scandal-

ous criticism against Mr. Wilson's ostensibly

broad-minded and statesmanlike program of

neutrality. Particularly notorious was the atti-
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tude of men like Theodore Roosevelt and George

Harvey. Harvey's attack upon Wilson was far

more bitter and vindictive than that of many radi-

cals and pacifists who were condemned to long

terms in federal penitentiaries. Roosevelt

greatly angered Wilson by such speeches as "The

Shadows of Shadow Lawn," and by phrases like

"weasel words." Even Elihu Root enormously

irritated and humiliated him by his speech in

which he asserted rather contemptuously in re-

gard to Wilson: "First he shakes his fist and

then he shakes his finger!" 37 Further, there

was the matter of Mr. Wilson's courtship and

his marriage with the second Mrs. Wilson. The

psychology of the long-suffering, non-resisting

pacifist was not well adapted to the conventional

behavior patterns, attitudes and technique of the

suitor and bridegroom. Mr. Lawrence points

out how Wilson's first apparent changes in the

way of advocating preparedness synchronized

very exactly with the period of his courtship and

second marriage. There is no doubt that the

second Mrs. Wilson was more irritated by and

resentful of the criticism of her distinguished

husband's pacific endeavors than was he himself. 38

Then, it is certain that Wilson's vanity

was enormously inflated by the remarkable popu-

larity of his "swing around the circle" in ad-

vocacy of preparedness late in 1915, so well de-

scribed in the tenth chapter of David Lawrence's
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True Story of Woodrow Wilson. This con-

trasted most strikingly with the denunciations of

his "too proud to fight" speech and his other

efforts to appear neutral. Wilson was ever

sensitive, like other human beings, to popular ac-

claim, and by the beginning of 1916 it was appar-

ent that popularity was to be found on the side of

preparedness, even if the country was not ready

for war. Any striking change in German pol-

icy, like the resumption of submarine warfare, or

any example of German resentment, like the Zim-

mermann telegram, could be relied upon to carry

the American people from preparedness to the

next step of actual war.

It has been generally supposed that Mr. Wil-
son was strongly pacific up to February, 1917,

and was won over to war solely by the informa-

tion that the resumption of submarine warfare

had been decided upon by the German authori-

ties. This view is now shown to be completely

fallacious. Sir Edward Grey has revealed this

fact in his memoirs, and it has been amply con-

firmed in the third volume of Page's letters,

and by Colonel House in his memoirs. 39 In the

winter of 1915-16 Wilson sent Colonel House to

Europe with a plan for peace, the rejection of

which by Germany would carry with it the prob-

able entry of the United States into the War on
the side of the Entente. It is most significant

that even though the peace proposals of Mr. Wil-
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son embodied terms for Germany which only a

thoroughly defeated nation could have been ex-

pected to accept, still Germany seemed willing

to negotiate if the Entente would consent to such

a procedure. Yet Lloyd George brusquely

turned down any suggestion of negotiations for

peace at this time. The following is the essential

portion of this plan

:

Colonel House told me that President Wilson was

ready, on hearing from France and England that the

moment was opportune, to propose that a Conference

should be summoned to put an end to the war. Should

the Allies accept this proposal, and should Germany re-

fuse it, the United States would probably enter the war

against Germany.

Colonel House expressed the opinion that, if such a

Conference met, it would secure peace on terms not un-

favorable to the Allies ;
and, if it failed to secure peace,

the United States would leave the Conference as a bel-

ligerent on the side of the Allies, if Germany was un-

reasonable. Colonel House expressed an opinion de-

cidedly favorable to the restoration of Belgium, the

transfer of Alsace and Lorraine to France, and the

acquisition by Russia of an outlet to the sea, though

he thought that the loss of territory incurred by Ger-

many in one place would have to be compensated to her

by concessions to her in other places outside Europe.

If the Allies delayed accepting the offer of President

Wilson, and if, later on, the course of the war was so

unfavorable to them that the intervention of the United

States would not be effective, the United States would
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probably disinterest themselves in Europe and look to

their own protection in their own way.

At a luncheon with Sir Edward Grey, Lord

Robert Cecil and Page, Colonel House ex-

pressed Wilson's purpose even more explicitly:

"The United States would like Great Britain to

do whatever would help the United States to

aid the Allies."
40

Grey rejected this plan for a conference, but

without any apparent consciousness of the fact

that he had been guilty of any such crime as he

assigns to the German government for their re-

jection of his conference plan in 1914. As
usual, Sir Edward was rendered yeoman service

in his struggle against the United States by Mr.

Page, who, Mr. Hendrick informs us. had "by

this time lost faith in the wisdom of President

Wilson's leadership." He even refused to go

with House to a conference with British offi-

cials on the subject of the peace plan of Mr. Wil-

son, and roundly denounced House and the Pres-

ident for their meddling in British affairs.
41

But this British rebuff did not lead Mr. Wil-

son to lose courage in his efforts to put the coun-

try into the War. His next step was taken in

this country. Early in April, 1916, Wilson
called into consultation Champ Clark, Congress-

men Claude Kitchin and H. D. Flood, and
sounded them out to see if they would support

him in a plan to bring the United States into the
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War on the side of the Allies. This was the

famous "Sunrise Conference" described later by

Gilson Gardner in McNaughfs Monthly for

June, 1925. 42 These men sharply refused to

sanction any such policy, and Mr. Wilson al-

lowed the campaign of 1916 to be fought out on

the slogan, "He kept us out of war." Wilson

did not dare to risk splitting the Democratic

Party over entry into the War before the cam-

paign of 1916 was successfully ended. Once

elected, he could count on even virulent Repub-

lican enemies like Lodge to offset any Demo-
cratic defection in Congress over the war prob-

lem. 43

Gilson Gardner, who has made a special

study of this question of the famous "Sunrise

Conference," thus describes the meeting of Wil-

son with the leaders of the Democratic Party in

Congress

:

44

As the story was told to me, this early morning con-

ference at the White House was attended by Represen-

tatives Clark, Flood and Kitchin. It was at this con-

ference that President Wilson announced his intention

to put the United States into war and to do so imme-

diately. Clark, Flood and Kitchin were shocked at

Wilson's announcement and declared that it was im-

possible ; that the people did not want this country put

into war, and that any effort on Wilson's part to force

such a result would be met by them with a very bitter

fight. Wilson threatened, and said that any man
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standing in the way would be politically destroyed if he

started to carry out his purpose. There were heated

words, and the conference broke up with a declaration

by these leaders that they would resist the President to

the utmost in any such effort.

The attitude taken at this time by Champ
Clark raises an interesting question as to what
would have happened to this country and the

world if Mr. Bryan had not interfered at Balti-

more in 1912 and Champ Clark had been nomi-

nated and elected President of the United States.

The writer has discussed this problem with some
of the best informed men in the country and he

has yet to find any one who does not feel that

Clark would have stood out resolutely against

war. Some have agreed with this, but have held

that we should also have missed the remarkable
reform legislation of the first Wilson administra-

tion. Of this we cannot be sure, as the Demo-
crats would probably have enacted some part of

this program without the Wilson leadership.

But, in any event, it can scarcely be doubted that

the disasters which came to the country as a re-

sult of our entry into the War far outweighed
any advantages which have come from the Wil-
sonian legislation. Hence, it would seem that

one of the strange ironies of history lies in the

fact that when the Great Commoner strode down
the aisle amidst the hisses of delegates at the

Baltimore Convention he was launching the first



032 G E N K S I S O r T H E W R L D W A R

act in the great drama which was to put the

United States into the most costly war in our his-

tory and to bring the country into the darkest

and most hopeless period of political and eco-

nomic reaction which we have yet experienced.

This, indeed, was a tragic achievement for the

apostle of the Prince of Peace and the leading

figure in American political and economic radi-

calism for a generation!

With Mr. Wilson in office as President it was

a great blow to the United States when John

Bassett Moore resigned from the State Depart-

ment. Had Wilson been able to retain the great-

est international jurist of the age his betrayal

of American traditions and self-interest would

have been clearly pointed out to him, and he

would have received a definite and unbiased con-

ception from a genuine international statesman

as to what the War actually involved from the

standpoint of the issues of international law and

world statesmanship.

Mr. Wilson was convinced after the failure of

the "Sunrise Conference" that there was no hope

of getting the country into the War until after

the election. He quite well sensed the value of

making the campaign on a pacific platform.

The sentiment of the country was for peace, and

if he was elected as an exponent of peace and

then went into war the country as a whole would

believe that he had done his best to "keep us out
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of war." He would have a united country be-

hind him. Hence, he sent Governor Martin

Glynn of New York and Senator Ollie James of

Kentucky to the Democratic National Conven-

tion at St. Louis in June, 1916, with instructions

to make keynote speeches which would emphasize

Mr. Wilson's heroic efforts to keep us out of

war. Glynn praised the pacific efforts of Mr.
Wilson in the following fulsome phrases :

45

This policy may not satisfy those who revel in de-

struction and find pleasure in despair. It may not sat-

isfy the fire-eater or the swashbuckler but it does satisfy

those who worship at the altar of the god of peace. It

does satisfy the mothers of the land at whose hearth

and fireside no jingoistic war has placed an empty
chair. It does satisfy the daughters of the land from

whom bluster and brag have sent no loving brother to

the dissolution of the grave. It does satisfy the fath-

ers of this land and the sons of this land who will fight

for our flag, and die for our flag when reason primes the

rifle, when Honor draws the sword, when Justice

breathes a blessing on the standards they uphold. . . .

The paramount issue of this campaign is that the

United States is constrained by the traditions of its

.past, by the logic of its px-esent, and by the promise of

its future, to hold itself apart from the conflict that

now devastates the nations across the seas.

Equally eloquent was the eulogy of this same
program of peace by Senator James: 46
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Four years ago they sneeringly called Woodrow
Wilson the school-teacher ; then his classes were assem-

bled within the narrow walls of Princeton College.

They were the young men of America. To-day he is

the world teacher, his class is made up of kings, kai-

sers, czars, princes and potentates. The confines of the

schoolroom circle the world. His subject is the protec-

tion of American life and American rights under inter-

national law. The saving of neutral life, the freedom of

the seas, and without ox*phaning a single American

child, without widowing a single American mother, with-

out firing a single gun, without a shedding of a single

drop of blood, he has wrung from the most militant

spirit that ever brooded above a battlefield, along with

an acknowledgment of American rights and an agree-

ment to American demands. (Vigorous cheering and

applause for twenty minutes.)

Thus was fashioned the famous slogan "He
kept us out of war" which reelected Woodrow
Wilson to the presidency almost a year after he

and Colonel House had decided that "The

United States would like Great Britain to do

whatever would help the United States to aid the

Allies." It has sometimes been said in defense of

Mr. Wilson that he did not personally invent the

slogan "He kept us out of war." Yet he not

only allowed it to be used as the very keynote of

his campaign in 1916, but also personally di-

rected the nomination and campaign policies

which formulated this slogan. If one is still in-
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terested in the moral character and political

integrity of Woodrow Wilson the following ex-

hibit should prove illuminating and convincing.

A month after he had sent Colonel House abroad

to tell Grey that he could count on the entry of

the United States into the War on the side of the

Entente just as soon as Wilson could swing pub-

lic opinion for such an act, and when Wilson

knew that American public opinion was still dis-

tinctly against intervention, he said the follow-

ing in a speech at Milwaukee on January 31,

1916:

Governments have gone to war with one another.

Peoples, so far as I can remember, have not, and this is

a government of the people, and this people is not going

to choose war.

After the election, Germany, convinced, quite

correctly, that the United States had in practice

given up the pose of neutrality and intended to

get into the War as soon as possible, decided to

resort to a revival of unrestricted submarine war-

fare as a last hope and expedient. This decision

was taken quite as much through a popular de-

mand for such action in Germany as through any

sinister and secret plotting of von Tirpitz or other

officials. A starving people were demanding an

early release from their suffering and despair

through a rapid termination of the War. Hav-
ing been the victims of illegal starvation and cut
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off from even neutral foodstuffs, they assented

to the necessity of unrestricted submarine war-
(

fare which Tirpitz and others had assured them
(

would bring the War to a speedy close. The i

United States had helped along this step in that
,

our unwillingness to restrain Allied illegality
(

forced Germany to seek reprisal and relief
(

through the pursuit of desperate methods. '

Many believe that joy reigned in the White
}

House when the German note of January 31, ,

1917, announcing the resumption of submarine i

warfare, reached this country. Whether this is

true or not, there can be no doubt of the universal

and complete rejoicing in Wall Street.

The propaganda favorable to war in the United

States was greatly aided, and in a most timely I

,

fashion, by the revelation of the Zimmermann
,

Telegram to Mexico. The British had captured

it three months before they made its contents !

public, late in February, 1917. They carefully

waited until the most opportune time and then

"sprung" it at a highly appropriate moment to

inflame American opinion. The Zimmermann

proposition was foolish, but it must be remem-

bered that it contained a plan which was only to

be put into operation in the event that the United

States entered the War, and Germany wished

above all else to keep us from coming into the

conflict. But the announcement of the resump-

tion of submarine warfare and the publication
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of the Zimmermann note turned the trick. From
the close of February, 1917, there was no doubt

that the United States would enter the War.
Within less than a month after his second inau-

guration Mr. Wilson was recommending war to

Congress, with the lofty exhortation to his coun-

try that "God helping her, she can do no other."

We were fairly launched on the great crusade to

make the "world safe for democracy" with the

appropriate and efficient aid of the armies of the

Tsar of Russia and the Mikado of Japan.

Some have held that a powerful factor affect-

ing Mr. Wilson's decision was his conviction by

1916 that he could not lead world policy through

pacific methods but might assume world leader-

ship if he threw the United States into the War
and was thereby able to dominate the war aims of

the Allied powers and the United States. Many
of the facts in his conduct in the spring of 1916

and thereafter lend much plausibility to this

hypothesis. The writer believes, however, that

it was his pro-British sympathy more than

anything else which led Mr. Wilson into his

decision by the close of 1915 that we must

enter the World War unless the English ob-

jectives could be realized through a negotiated

peace.

The well-nigh complete psychic confusion

generated in the mind of Woodrow Wilson by

the conflict between his basic conceptions of in-
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ternational relations, his pro-British sympathies, a

his desire to avoid war and yet save England, and 1

his disillusionment after the war for idealism is
j

1

admirably brought out in the following selections 1

from his speeches which have been brought to-

gether in the appendix to John Kenneth Turner's

valuable work:
I

No people ever went to war with another people. 11

Governments have gone to war with one another.

Peoples, so far as I can remember, have not, and this 4

is a government of the people, and this people is not go-

ing to choose war . . . Speech of Woodrow Wilson, }

January 31, 1916. 1

The great fact which stands out above all the rest '

is that this is a people's war. . . . Flag Day Address, '

1917.

We find ourselves fighting again for our national 11

existence . . . Independence Day, 1918.

America was not immediately in danger ... (

America was not directly attacked . . . September, '

1919.

I challenge you to cite me an instance in all the his- I

tory of the world where liberty was handed down from 1

above. Liberty always is attained by the forces work- t

ing below, underneath. . . . Published statement, in !

Saturday Evening Post, May 23, 1914.

We are to be an instrument in the hands of God to i

see that liberty is made secure for mankind . . . June i

5, 1917. 1

First of all it must be a peace without victory. . . .

Victory would mean peace forced upon the loser, -
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a victor's terms imposed upon the vanquished . . .

Only a peace between equals can last ; only a peace the

very principle of which is equality and a common par-

ticipation in a common benefit . . . January 22, 1917.

Force will not accomplish anything that is permanent.

. . . June 30, 1916.

Force, force to the utmost, force without, stint or

limit, the righteous and triumphant force that shall

make right the law of the world . . . April 6, 1918.

The German power must be crushed . . . December

4, 1917.

Have you heard what started the present war? If

you have I wish that you would publish it, because no-

body else has. So far as I can gather, nothing in par-

ticular started it, but everything in general . . .

October 26, 1916.

The war was begun by the military masters of Ger-

many . . . Flag Day Address, 1917.

This war, in its inception, was a commercial and in-

dustrial war. It was not a political war . . . Sep-

tember 5, 1919.

The German bankers, the German merchants and the

German manufacturers did not want this war. They

were making conquest of the world without it, and

they knew it would spoil their plans . . . September

9, 1919.

The German nation had no choice whatever as to

whether it was to go into that war or not, did not know

that it was going into it until its men were summoned

to the colors . . . September 11, 1919.

In the last analysis, my fellow-countrymen, as we in

America would be the first to claim, a people are re-
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sponsible for the acts of their government . . . Ger-

many was self-governed. Her rulers had not concealed

the purposes they had in mind . . . September 4>, 1919.

VI. THE EFFECT OF AMERICAN INTERVENTION

A very important element in adequately de-

bunking us of wartime illusions is a consideration

of the actual results for the world of the Ameri-

can entry into the World War. We have con-

ventionally believed that it was a great boon to

civilization and that it saved the world from Ger-

man domination and the imposition of German

militarism and tyranny upon the planet as a

whole. 47 The facts are almost exactly the re-

verse of this picture. In 1916 and 1917 Ger-

many was ready for peace on very moderate and

constructive terms, certainly terms far more fair

and more to the advantage of the world at large

than those imposed at Versailles two years later.

In fact, if the American papers had been able

or willing to get hold of and print the full Ger-

man terms of peace and to portray accurately the

state of the German mind in 1916 and 1917, there

is no likelihood that Mr. Wilson or any one

else could have forced the United States into the

World War. 48 There is little probability that

Germany could have conquered the Allies if

America had not intervened. The best that

Ludendorff hoped for after 1916 was enough suc-

cess to force an honorable peace. Germany
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would have welcomed an honorable peace ; it was

the Allies who were bent upon the destruction of

Germany even after they knew that a just peace

could be secured by negotiation. What the

American entry did was to encourage the Allies

in the wastes and savagery which led to Ver-

sailles, the blockade of Germany after the Ar-

mistice, and the outrages in the Ruhr. The

highly precarious foundation upon which Europe

stands today with almost a sure guaranty of fu-

ture war, as well as the outbreak of Bolshevism,

which was due to the prolongation of the War
after the Russian people desired to withdraw,

may both be traced to the results of American

intervention. Our entry was, thus, a menace to

both the "Reds" who met punishment as a result

of the Palmer inquisition, and the conservatives

who were thrown into a panic by Bolshevism.

One of the main activities of the Allied censor-

ship and propaganda in this period consisted in

keeping from the United States any adequate

knowledge of the very real desire for peace in

Germany at this time and the highly reasonable

and statesmanlike nature of the German pro-

posals. These really sincere efforts of the Ger-

mans were portrayed as but insidious German
propaganda designed to divide the Allied Pow-
ers. The chief reason why the Entente states-

men did not accept these German terms and end

the War, with all its attendant miseries and
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losses, two years before the armistice, was their

knowledge of the evident breaking down of

American neutrality and their ever-brightening

hope that the United States would ultimately

come into the conflict on their side. Mr. Page's

support of the British cause practically destroyed

in England all fear of American protests against

the Entente violations of neutral rights and made
England quite unwilling to consider any peace

proposals at the close of 191G. Had the Brit-

ish believed that the United States meant its

protests seriously they would most certainly have

listened with some patience to the peace propos-

als, but Page gave assurance that we were really

their ally and that they had nothing to fear from

us. Had Mr. Wilson dismissed Mr. Page early

in the War and replaced him by an honest, coura-

geous, far-sighted and well-informed Ambassa-

dor, and preserved a strict neutrality on the part

of this country, there seems little doubt that the

War would have come to an end by December

of 1916, and would have been settled by a treaty

of peace infinitely superior in every way to that

which was worked out in 1918-19 and imposed

by the victors at Versailles.

Page and Wilson must in part bear the re-

sponsibility not merely for the expense, losses

and miseries brought to the United States by the

World War but also for the destruction in Eu-

rope following 1916 both in war and in the ar-
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rogant and atrocious policies of France and
England, particularly the former, since the

Armistice and the Peace Treaty.49 Already, as

Mr. Gregory complains in his letter cited above,

England had begun to forget or to minimize our
contributions to winning the War, while the

hatred of the United States in France exceeds
anything which has existed since the French de-

nunciation of the United States during the

Spanish-American War. The absurd and base-

less contention that the Allies really saved the

lives of countless millions of Americans, as well

as preserving our national independence and pre-

venting us from becoming a slavish dependency
of Potsdam, has been made the foundation for

a serious proposal that we should cancel the

Allied indebtedness to the United States. Such
mythology is on a par with the "corpse-factory"

! fabrications of the war period itself. There may
ibe valid grounds for debt cancellation, but this

i alleged justification is one of the most notable

serio-comic propositions in the history. 50

Added to the material and financial expendi-
tures of the United States, due to our partici-

pation in the World War, are the political

porruption and incompetence which it has gener-

ated, the raids upon American liberty by Palmer
land his associates and successors, and the general
decline of morale in American public and private

life which has been unparalleled by any earlier
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developments in the history of our country.

Democracy did not cure war, but the War cured

democracy in the United States—an outcome

foreseen with eager anticipation by the American

plutocrates in 1917.

As another phase of our entry we should not

fail to remember the notorious debauching of

American traditions with respect to enemy-

owned property by the Alien Property Custo-

dian which set a very menacing precedent for

some future war when the United States might

be the loser by such procedure.
51

If we honestly face the facts we shall probably

have to agree that the entry of the United States

into the World War was an almost unmitigated

disaster, not only to us but to Europe. We shall

ultimately understand that Woodrow Wilson's

greatest message to the world was not his war

propaganda or his disregarded Fourteen Points,

but his much ridiculed proclamation that the only

possible peace was a "peace without victory."

The degree to which Mr. Wilson was com-

pelled to develop psychic blindness, amnesia and

anesthesia in order to "stomach" Entente ideal-

ism towards the end of the war is well brought

out by his refusal to recognize the existence of the

Secret Treaties until concretely faced by them

at the Paris Peace Conference. Though they

were published in the winter of 1917-18 in the

New York Evening Post and elsewhere, though

the editor of that paper personally put them in
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the hands of Secretary Tumulty with the promise

of the latter that he would call them to the atten-

tion of Mr. Wilson, and though Walter Lipp-

mann contends that he is certain that Mr. Wil-

son personally knew of their existence and na-

ture, yet when the latter left for Paris at the close

of November, 1918, he professed to be in com-

plete ignorance of these documents which Mr.

Balfour had been careful not to disclose when
on his mission to this country.

Perhaps the best epitaph on the whole episode

of America and the World War, as well as the

finest proof of the futility of intervention, is con-

tained in the statement of Mr. Wilson to James
Kerney on December 7, 1923, relative to the pol-

icy of Poincare: "I should like to see Germany
clean up France, and I should like to see Jus-

serand and tell him so to his face."
52

VII. CONCLUSIONS

( 1 ) The United States was more friendly to-

wards Germany than towards any other major
European state in 1870. By 1914 we were more
antagonistic towards Germany than towards

any other major European state. This trans-

formation of American sentiment was caused

primarily by trade rivalry, clashes in imperial-

istic adventures, and the fact that most of the

American news concerning Germany came
through the notoriously anti-German English
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papers controlled by Harmsworth (Northcliffe)

.

(2)i It is conventionally believed that the re-

sumption of unrestricted German submarine

warfare early in 1917 was the real and only rea-

son why the United States entered the World

War. Such is not the truth. Mr. Wilson had

decided to intervene as soon as he could swing

the American people to this view more than a

year before January, 1917. The German sub-

marine warfare was a legitimate retaliation

against the British violations of international law

with respect to such matters as contraband, con-

tinuous voyage and blockade, against which Mr.

Wilson refused to protest with adequate per-

sistence and firmness. The pro-British sym-

pathies of Mr. Wilson were far outdistanced by

those of Walter Hines Page, Ambassador of the

United States in London, whose maladministra-

tion of his duties was a chief obstacle to Amer-

ican impartiality in dealing with the belligerent

nations after 1914.

(3) The Lusitania was a registered auxiliary

cruiser in the British navy and was carrying

5400 cases of ammunition when she left New
York on her last and fatal trip. The passen-

gers had been warned of their danger by the

German government two weeks before the de-

parture of the boat, and their sailing on the boat

was in violation of the laws of the United wStates.

The commander of the German submarine which
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sank the Lusitania did not know the identity of

the vessel when he discharged the first torpedo,

but when he discovered it he refrained from any

further attack. The Lusitania should under or-

dinary circumstances have remained afloat for an

ample period to discharge all passengers safely.

(4) American finance and business were very

strongly pro-Entente and pressed hard for in-

tervention on the side of the Allies. Their atti-

tude influenced the American press, which was

very generally under the sway of the Entente

propaganda.

~[5) Mr. Wilson, while in favor of peace as

against war in the abstract, decided to enter the

War on the side of the Entente as soon as he was

convinced that England could not win decisively

without American aid. This decision on his part

was arrived at before the close of the year 1915.

In January, 1916, he sent Colonel House abroad

to inform Grey that the United States would en-

ter the War as soon as he could bring American

opinion to that point. A month after the de-

parture of Colonel House, Wilson emphatically

declared in a speech at Milwaukee that the

United States would not intervene in the World
War. In April, 1916, he attempted to get the

Democratic leaders in Congress to aid him in

throwing the country into war, but they firmly

refused to support him in any such action.

(6) Mr. Wilson planned the 1916 campaign
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for reelection on the basis of an appeal to the

pacifist sentiments of the country for a double

purpose. He decided that non-intervention was

still the more popular view in the doubtful politi-

cal areas of the country, and that if he was elected

on the pacifist platform there would be far less

suspicion attached to his ultimate announcement

of our decision to intervene.

~(7) The resumption of German submarine

warfare was a great German political blunder,

comparable to the invasion of Belgium, and it

played directly into the hands of President Wil-

son and the Wall Street bankers who wished the

United States to finance the Allied Powers, in

the same way that the German blunder in in-

vading Belgium played into the hands of Sir

Edward Grey.

( 8 ) The intervention of the United States was

an unmitigated disaster for both America and

the world. Germany could not have decisively

defeated the Entente if America had not inter-

vened. She was eager by 191G for a just nego-

tiated peace. It was the ever brighter prospect

of American intervention which encouraged the

Entente to reject the peace proposals of Ger-

many, President Wilson and the Pope. Amer-

ican intervention unnecessarily prolonged the

War for two years, with all the resulting sav-

agery, misery and increased economic burdens.

It made possible the abomination of Versailles,
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which has postponed the beginning of European

readjustment for a decade and produced almost

as much loss, misery and hatred as the War itself.

The desolation and despair brought about in Eu-
rope by the prolongation of the War is what

established Lenin in Russia and Mussolini in

Italy.

(9) American intervention reacted disas-

trously upon the United States through its in-

crease of our public debt and governmental ex-

penses, its practical destruction of the effects

of the Wilsonian liberalism and reform legisla-

tion, its promotion of the decline of public morale

and political honesty and competence, and its

contribution to the creation of an unprecedented

atmosphere of intolerance, unreasoning conser-

vatism and complacency in the face of unex-

ampled public corruption and incapacity.

(10) The pathetic futility of the intervention

of the United States is well expressed by the

statement of Mr. Wilson shortly before his death

that he would like to see Germany make war

upon France and defeat the latter decisively.

In spite of our intervention in behalf of the En-

tente we are today much more hated in England,

France, Italy and Russia than in Germany.

(11) After it is too late to retrieve our losses

in men, money and morale, thoughtful Amer-

icans have at last come to recognize that, in the

words of Bruce Bliven :
" 'We have been played
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for a bunch of suckers,' used to pull the English

and French chestnuts out of the fire."
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CHAPTER X

THE PROGRESS OF THE REVISIONIST
VIEWPOINT

I. SUMMARY STATEMENT OF THE REVISIONIST

POSITION AS TO WAR GUILT

We have now devoted a series of chapters to the

question of war responsibility in each of the ma-

jor states involved. We may here briefly sum-

marize the general situation in what may be re-

garded as a brief statement of the revisionist

point of view as it appears to the present writer.

The general European system after 1870, based

as it was upon nationalism, militarism, secret al-

liances, and imperialistic aims, naturally inclined

Europe toward war. The system does not, how-

ever, explain why war came in 1914, as the same

general European situation had been prevailing

for many years prior to that time, though certain

problems had become more acute in the years

immediately preceding the World War, particu-

larly in the Near East and Morocco.

The Franco-Russian Alliance concluded by

1894 was transformed into an offensive organiza-

tion following 1912 through the cooperation of ]

Izvolski and Poincare. Both recognized that
|

654
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the chief objects of Russian and French foreign

policjr
, the seizure of the Straits and the return

of Alsace-Lorraine, could be realized only

through a general European war. From 1912-

14 their joint plans involved a manipulation of

the Balkan situation in such a fashion as to be

able to take advantage of any crisis likely to pro-

voke a European war, an arrangement to get

England so involved that she would be bound to

come in on the side of France and Russia, and a

great increase in military preparations in France

and Russia.

It was decided that Serbia would be the most

favorable area in which to create the desired in-

cident in the Balkans. In the early spring of

1914 prominent officers in the Serbian General

Staff laid a plot for the assassination of the

Archduke, Franz Ferdinand. The Serbian civil

government was aware of the plot for at least a

month before its execution, but made no adequate

effort to stop the plot or to warn Austria.

Prominent Russians were also aware of the plot,

but the degree of the complicity of Russia is as

yet uncertain.

When the assassination came, the French and

Russians recognized that the impending clash be-

tween Austria and Serbia would constitute a

highly appropriate episode over which to bring

about the desired conflict. The year 1914 was

a particularly desirable year for the Entente be-
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cause there was imminent danger that England

might develop more happy relations with Ger-

many, and that the French Radicals might he

able to secure the repeal of the French Army
Bill. Poincare went to St. Petersburg, and, be-

fore knowing the terms of the Austrian ultima-

tum, renewed his pledge of two years earlier to

support Russia in a war over the Balkans, and

indicated that the probable Austro-Serbian con-

flict would meet the conditions demanded by the

French in supporting Russia in intervention in

the Balkans.

The Franco-Russian procedure in 1914 was to

indicate a show of conciliation and concessions

on the part of Serbia, and apparent Franco-

Russian willingness to settle the dispute through

diplomacy, while secret Franco-Russian military

preparations were to be carried on which would

ultimately make a diplomatic settlement quite

impossible. Hence, Russia urged Serbia not to

declare war on Austria, and, to insure a suffi-

ciently conciliatory Serbian reply to Austria the

Serbian response to the Austrian ultimatum was

drafted in outline in the French Foreign Office.

Russia did not desire to have Serbia precipitate

matters prematurely by a declaration of war on

Austria, because this would have affected Euro-

pean opinion, particularly English opinion, un-

favorably and would also have brought about

military activities altogether too rapidly for Rus-
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sia, whose mobilization over a vast area would

necessarily be slow as compared with that of

Austria and Germany.

On the 24th of July, the moment Russia and

France learned of the terms of the Austrian ul-

timatum to Serbia, they began that dual program

of a diplomatic barrage combined with secret

military preparations which had made a Euro-

pean war inevitable by the afternoon of July

30th. Russia sent a diplomatic message to Ser-

bia counselling moderation, but at the same time

decided upon the mobilization of the four great

military districts of Central and Southern Russia

as well as of the Russian fleets. Russian money
in Germany and Austria was also called in.

On the same day Viviani telegraphed to the

French Foreign Office that the Austro-Serbian

situation was likely to develop serious European
complications, and the French troops in Morocco

were ordered home. Both countries began sys-

tematic military preparations for war on the 26th

of July. By the 29th the time had come when
Russian military preparations had gone far

enough to warrant a general mobilization, and

the Tsar was persuaded to consent to this order.

A telegram from the Kaiser, however, induced

him to revoke the order, but the next day Sazonov

and the army officials once more extracted from
the Tsar his reluctant consent to the order for

general mobilization. The French and the Rus-
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sians had understood for a generation that once

Russian general mobilization was ordered there

would be no way of preventing a general Euro-

pean war. General Dobrorolski has told us

with great candor that the Russian authorities

in 1914 fully realized that a European Avar was

on as soon as the mobilization order had been '

sent out of the general telegraph office in St.

Petersburg late in the afternoon of July 30th.

The French authorities had been thoroughly

informed as to the nature and progress of the

Russian military preparations, but they made no

effort to restrain them, though the French well

knew that these military activities were bound to

render a European war inevitable. They actu-
j

ally urged the Russians to speed up their military

preparations, but to be more secretive about '

them, so as not to alienate England or provoke

Germany to counter-mobilization. On the night

of July 31st the French government went still

further and finally decided for war, handing

this information to Izvolski about midnight of

the 31st. France was, thus, the first country to

declare itself for war in the European crisis of

1914.

The Austrian statesmen in 1914 decided that f
the time had come when it would be necessary to

control the Serbian menace, and they consciously

planned an ultimatum to Serbia of such severity

that it would be practically impossible for Serbia

-
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to concede all of these demands. The plan, then,

was to make a show of diplomacy but to move
toward certain war. This program was much
like that of France and Russia, save for the fact

that Austria desired to provoke nothing but a
local punitive war while the plans of France and
Russia envisaged a general European conflict.

This is the most important point to be borne in

mind when estimating the relative war guilt of

Austria as against that of France and Russia.

Germany, formerly friendly to Serbia, was
alarmed by the assassination of the Archduke
and the resulting menace to her chief ally. Ger-
many therefore agreed to stand behind Austria
in the plan of the latter to execute her program
of punishing Serbia. The answer of the Serbi-

ans to the Austrian ultimatum, however, im-

pressed the Kaiser as satisfactory, and from that

jtime on he was opposed to further military ac-

tivity on the part of Austria against Serbia.

In cooperation with Sir Edward Grey, Ger-
many began on the 27th of July to urge upon
Austria direct negotiations with Russia and the

nediation of her dispute with Serbia. Austria
it first refused to listen to this advice and de-

dared war upon Serbia on the 28th. Germany
hen became alarmed at the rumored Russian
military preparations and vigorously pressed

Austria for a diplomatic settlement of the dis-

pute. Austria did not give way and consent to
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this until the 31st of July, which was too late to

avert a general European war because the Rus-

sian mobilization was then in full swing. Ger-

many endeavored without success to secure the

suspension of military activities by Russia, and

then, after unexpected hesitation and delibera-

tion, declared war upon Russia.

The Russian general mobilization, undertaken

with the full connivance of the French, was or-

dered at a time when diplomatic negotiations

were moving rapidly toward a satisfactory settle-

ment of the major problems in the crisis.

Hence, the Russian general mobilization not only

initiated military hostilities, but was also the sole

reason for the failure of diplomatic efforts.

England was for peace provided France was

not drawn into the conflict, but was determined

to come into the War in case France was in-

volved. As France decided from the beginning

to stand with Russia for war, and as England

refused to attempt to restrain either France or

Russia, England was inevitably drawn away!

from her encouragement of the German effort^

towards a diplomatic settlement of the crisis and

into the support of the military aggression of

France and Russia. She made her decision tc

enter the War after Germany had proposed to

keep out of Belgium and to refrain from attack

ing France if England would remain neutral

In fact, Germany even suggested that she mighl
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guarantee the integrity of France and the French
colonies in the event of war if England would
promise neutrality. The Belgian issue in Eng-

|

land was a pure subterfuge, exploited by Sir

Edward Grey to inflame British opinion against

Germany and to secure British support of his

war policy.

The United States entered the War in part
because the British blockade of the ports of the

Central Powers led us to have our chief financial

stake in the Entente, and partly because of the

pro-British sympathies of Ambassador Page
s and President Wilson, which made it impossible

for them to attempt to hold England strictly to

international law on the seas. The English vio-

lations of international law in regard to neutral
rights provoked the German submarine warfare
in retaliation. This submarine warfare fur-

j
flashed the ostensible excuse for the American
entry into the conflict. Yet, nearly a year before
the resumption of submarine warfare, Mr. Wil-

j
son had secretly conveyed to England his inten-

-
Aon to enter the war on the side of the Entente
f Germany would not accept terms of peace
vhich only a conquered state could have been ex-

pected to concede.

J

1

In estimating the order or guilt of the various

j
-ountries we may safely say that the only direct

a

j

aid immediate responsibility for the World War
alls upon Serbia, France and Russia, with the
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guilt about equally distributed. Next in order-

far below France and Russia—would come Aus-

tria, though she never desired a general Euro-

pean war. Finally, we should place Germany

and England as tied for last place, both being op-

posed to war in the 1914 crisis. Probably the

German public was somewhat more favorable to

military activities than the English people, but,

as we have amply explained above, the Kaiser

made much more strenuous efforts to preserve the

peace of Europe in 1914 than did Sir Edward

Grey.

II. AUTHORITIES ON AVAR GUILT AND THE

REVISIONIST POSITION

Readers who have followed these chapters to

the present point will doubtless agree that if the

foregoing restatement and reinterpretation of

the issues and problems in war guilt are correct

it will be necessary to reconstruct our whole ori-j

entation with regard to the causes of the World

War and the present international issues which

are intimately related to that matter. Yet it

would be legitimate for readers not well grounded

in modern diplomatic history and not acquainted

with the sources of our knowledge in the circum-

stances to inquire as to how they are to be sure

that the revisionist interpretation is the correct

one, and as to how they are to be certain that

they are not being misled by propaganda com-
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parable to that which they accepted as the truth

in 1914-1918. The most direct and explicit an-
swer is that complete assurance in the situation

can only be obtained by a personal perusal of

the new documentary evidence, not an impossible

task for any educated and energetic person.

Certain considerations may, however, be
brought forward as cogent evidence as to the reli-

ability of the revisionist position. The editor of

the New York Times Curren t History Magazine
submitted the writer's article in the issue of May,
1924, to ten reputable historians. Only two dis-

sented from the general interpretation; and these

two could not be called experts on the specific

problem, and offered no documentary basis for

,

their dissent. This symposium of historical

I
opinion on war guilt was carried in the June,

I 1924, number of Current History Magazine, and

t

the writer commented upon the symposium in the

.
July issue, in particular answering the criticisms

j
of Professors Morse and Anderson. The

\
writer's controversies with Professors Hazen,

t

Turner, Davis, Eastman, Dickinson and Schmitt

j
may be consulted in the New Republic for March

^19, April 9, May 7, 1924 and October 20, 1926,

j
the Springfield Weekly Republican for Febru-

lf

ary 26, 1925, The Progressive for December 1,

j
1926 and the Canadian Forum for July, 1925,

|,

May, 1926, and August, 1926.

It is also quite evident that one who is de-
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pendent for his daily bread upon his reputation

for accuracy and veracity as an historian could

scarcely risk appending his name to any grossly

erroneous presentation of historical material, par-

ticularly if this presentation be, as in the present

case, opposed to the general opinion of the coun-

try. An unpopular falsification is still hazard-

ous in the United States. The writer is willing

to state that no trained and unbiassed historian

has yet given evidence of having examined the

new documents in a thorough fashion without

having become distinctly converted to the revi-

sionist point of view. It must be remembered

that the general reputation of an historian in no

way qualifies him to speak authoritatively upon

the question of war guilt unless he has studied

the specific documents concerned. A failure to

recognize this fact was responsible for the mis-

take of asking Professor Albert Bushnell Hart

to comment upon the writer's article in the May
Current History Magazine ( 1924) , as well as for

Professor Hart's consent to make that comment.

Not all revisionists would agree in every par-

ticular with the statement of the new point of

view contained in this book, but it is the writer's

opinion that few, if any, would dissent from the

general interpretation and the major outlines

of the picture. To show the general unanimity

of the views of reputable scholars from whatever

land or group they are drawn we shall here sub-
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mit the conclusions of representative revisionist

scholars from Germany, France and the British

Empire, such as Montgelas, Renouvin, Mor-
hardt, Fabre-Luce, Ewart and Dickinson.

The most important German work on the im-

mediate causes of the World War is the Leit-

faden zur Kriegsschuldfrage (translated into

English under the misleading title of The Case
for the Central Power",) by Count Max Mont-
gelas. Professor Fay describes this book as one
"generally acknowledged by competent scholars

as perhaps the ablest, clearest and fairest volume
on war responsibility which has been written in

Germany." Montgelas, whose knowledge of

the facts of the crisis of 1914 is not even ap-

proached by any other living authority, presents

at the close of his analysis some seventeen con-

clu sions, which, Professor Fay suggests, it would
be difficult for Poincare and his supporters to

refute. The essential conclusions of Montgelas
are the following: 1

The world war was not decided upon at Potsdam on
the 5th of July, 1914 ; Germany merely assented to Aus-
tria's going to war with Serbia.

The possibility that the Austro-Serbian war, like

others—the Boer, Moroccan, Tripolitan, and Balkan
wars—might lead to further complications, was well

weighed, but the risk was thought very small, in view of

the special provocation.

After the publication of the Serbian reply, Germany
no longer thought war was advisable, even against Ser-
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bia, and only favored strictly limited military opera-

tions, which were considered justifiable, even in Lon-

don. . . .

An understanding had almost been reached by the
j

methods Germany had been the first to propose, namely,

direct discussions between Vienna and St. Petersburg,

and limiting the military operations against Serbia,

when the Russian mobilization suddenly tore the threads

asunder.

The leading men knew just as well in Paris and St.

Petersburg as in Berlin, that this mobilization must in-

evitably lead to war.

Viviani telegraphed to London on the 1st of August

that the one who first orders general mobilization is the

aggressor, and he saddled Germany with this responsi-

bility, knowing that the accusation was false. . . .

France not only did not advise Russia against order-

ing general mobilization, but gave surreptitious advice

as to how she could carry on her military preparations

secretly without provoking Germany to take timely

counter-measures. . . .

Russia was the first power to order general mobiliza-

tion. France was the first power to inform another

power officially of her decision to take part in a Euro-

pean war.

England was never as firm in advising moderation in

St. Petersburg as Germany in giving this advice to Vi-

enna.

Unlike other British diplomats, Sir Edward Grey

only realized the meaning of the Russian mobilization

when it was too late, and St. Petersburg was no longer

willing to put a stop to it.
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Germany's premature declaration of war on Russia

was a political error, which can be accounted for by the

immense danger of the position on two fronts ; her dec-

laration of war on France was a pure formality.

The decisive event was not this or that declaration

of war, but the action which made the declaration of

war inevitable, and this action was Russia's general

mobilization.

England declared war on Germany because she

did not consider it compatible with her interests that

France should be defeated a second time. Belgian in-

terests, and the treaty of 1839, which Lord Salisbury

had been prepared to sacrifice in 1887, were the reasons

adduced to make it popular.

Over and above this, the naval agreement of 1912

with France compelled England to abandon her neutral-

ity before Belgium's neutrality was violated.

The French work most comparable to the Ger-

man guide to war guilt by Montgelas is Les
Origines Immediates de la Guerre by Professor

Pierre Renouvin. In a review of this book in

the New York Nation for November 18, 1925,

Montgelas summarizes the chief positions estab-

lished by Renouvin in the course of his work. A
perusal of this thoroughly honest and competent
summary will demonstrate the general similarity

of the major facts in the situation as presented

by Montgelas and Renouvin, though they differ

more widely in their conclusions :

2

For some years Professor Renouvin has been lectur-
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ing at the Sorbonne on the origins of the World War.

As a result of his careful study of the diplomatic crisis

of 1914 he now presents the students of this vexed prob-

lem with a well-informed and most readable book. It

may be called the sanest and most up-to-date volume

which has come out of France.

These are the most important of the facts which, ow-

ing to the evidence produced by Renouvin, must be con-

sidered henceforth as indubitably established:

1. The Serajevo attempt was plotted and organized

by Colonel Dragutin Dimitrijevich, chief of the Intel-

ligence Department of the Serbian General Staff. The

indirect complicity of the Serbian Government is proved

by their toleration of the Pan-Serbian agitation against

Austria-Hungary. One can hardly doubt that the em-

inent French scholar would have admitted as well the

direct responsibility of the Belgrade authorities if he

had known the latest revelations made by Ljuba Jo-

vanovich, Minister of Finance in the Pachich Cabinet.

2. At the Potsdam conference on July 5 "The Euro-

pean War seems not to have been part of the program."

It goes without saying that the myth of the Crown

Council is completely repudiated.

3. The Wilhelmstrasse did not join the Ballhausplatz

in working out the ultimatum to Serbia. In Berlin they

knew only the probable contents of that fatal document,

and it must be borne in mind that the Entente cabinets

also had succeeded in obtaining pretty exact informa-

tion.

4. In the beginning Chancellor von Bethmann, relying

on the reports received, was entitled to believe that Eng-

land and France would not be opposed to the "localiza-
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tion" of the conflict. Grey's first proposal of media-
tion a quatre between Austria and Russia "suited the

main thought of Austro-German policy, as it did not
imply any interference with the Austro-Serbian issue.

Bethmann-Hollweg was ready to accept it." This dis-

poses of the legend that Grey's first proposal con-

tained the idea of a conference in London, and of the

accusation against Germany that she rejected the medi-

ation a quatre.

5. The Serbian answer can be judged very severely.

In Renouvin's opinion, a close examination of the note

shows that it contains many "conditions and restric-

tions."

6. Grey's sudden proposal of a conference on July

26 was designed to settle the Austro-Serbian, not the

Austro-Russian quarrel.

7. On July 27 the Berlin Cabinet agreed to direct

conversations between Vienna and Petersburg and
transmitted to Count Berchtold Grey's proposal to ac-

cept the Serbian reply either as satisfactory or as a

basis for discussion. But next day, the Wilhelmstrasse

having got a favorable impression of the Serbian reply

and Austria having launched her declaration of war,

Germany on her own initiative advised Vienna to limit

her military operations to Belgrade and the neighbor-

hood.

8. The highly interesting chapters on the mobiliza-

tions in Russia and Austria completely overthrow what
has hitherto been the common opinion in the Entente
countries. Founding his narrative on a minute inquiry

into all the available evidence, Renouvin demolishes the

very basis of the Versailles impeachment by his pitiless
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chronology. Renouvin's account suffices to stigmatize

forever the main war lie that Austria's general mobil-

ization was anterior to Russia's.

9. Chancellor von Bethmann made vigorous efforts

to arrive at a peaceful solution by diplomatic means at

a time when in Russia military arguments were overrid-

ing all other considerations.

10. On the other hand, censure is due the way in

which Austria carried on her direct conversations with

the Petersburg Cabinet. She should have accepted

Grey's last proposal; and General von Moltke, who

quite rigidly insisted on Austria's mobilization, mis-

takenly meddled with diplomacy by telling the Austrian

military attache in Berlin that Vienna had better not

accept Grey's suggestion.

11. What finally does Renouvin think about Ger-

many's declarations of war? Even here his thesis does

not agree with French and English war propaganda, for

he writes: "It seems to be the point of view of [all]

the general staffs and of [all] the governments" that

declaration of war is "a mere formality."

All this has been well known for a long time to im-

partial historians. The novel thing is that it should be

frankly accepted by a French scholar who is lecturing

on the origins of the Great War in what may be called

a semi-official position and who is not afraid of contra-

dicting the fabulous compositions published by French

and British statesmen or of revealing the falsehoods of

the French Yellow Book.

It must be added, however, that history will not in the

same degree approve of Renouvin's last chapter contain-

ing his "conclusions." There he says that the Central
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Powers "remained tenaciously faithful to the plan of

localization" and that Germany, by permitting Austria

to declare war upon Serbia, "accepted voluntarily the

possibility of Russian intervention and of a European

war." Those statements overlook the facts that Ger-

many renounced the program of strict localization as

early as July 27 by transmitting to Vienna the Eng-
lish suggestion to treat the Serbian note either as

satisfactory or as a basis for discussion, and that on

the very day of Austria's declaration of war the Ber-

lin Cabinet made the proposal to "Stop at Belgrade,"

which is universally considered to have been the sanest

expedient under prevailing circumstances.

Dealing with the Russian general mobilization, Re-

nouvin dares not squarely draw the conclusion that it

meant war. He admits that the negotiators of the

Franco-Russian alliance in 1892 had openly declared:

"La mobilisation, c'est la declaration de la guerre.'
1 ''

But he adds that this referred to the mobilization of

Russia's and France's adversaries, not to their own.

The author may be reminded that he himself has said

that Russia's mobilization "could not but provoke a

reply from Germany." This reply could be no other

than German mobilization. If Russian mobilization

necessarily provokes German mobilization, and if Ger-

man mobilization is equivalent to a "declaration of war,"

then Russian mobilization, too, must be equivalent to

war. Renouvin further criticizes the hasty actions of

German diplomats after the receipt of the official news

that the whole of the Russian army and navy had been

mobilized. Nobody will deny the blunders committed

in those days in Berlin, but if Russia's mobilization
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meant war the course of events would have been the same

without those blunders.

Finally, Renouvin says: "In July, 1914, the military

provocation was the result of a diplomatic provocation

;

Austria's declaration of war (on Serbia) is the link be-

tween both." It must be observed that the origin of the

catastrophe does not lie in any diplomatic action in

July but in the murder in June. With regard to that

crime so much fresh evidence has come to hand that the

opinion about responsibility must be revised. Profes-

sor Renouvin has done so much toward clearing the way

for truth that it may be hoped that loyalty to his coun-

try will not make him shrink from drawing the inevit-

able conclusions.

Next to the book by Renouvin perhaps the best

French work on the immediate causes of the War
is Les Preuves. Le Crime de Droit Commun.
Le Crime Diplomatique, by M. Mathias Mor-

hardt, President of La societe d'etudes docu-

mentaires ct critiques de la guerre, an eminent

French publicist, one of the staff of the Paris

Temps, and a worthy upholder of the cause of

justice and truth in France since the days of the

'Dreyfus Case. It will be evident from the fol-

lowing paragraphs that the views of Morhardt

do not differ on any essential point from those

of Montgelas

:

3

The archduke and heir to the Austrian throne and his

wife were assassinated at Sarajevo, June 28, 1914.

The assassins came from Belgrade where they had close
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relations with the Serbian officials and officers. It was

at Belgrade that they received from the hands of these

officers the arms necessary for the accomplishment of

their sinister work. These Serbian officials and officers

not only gave them arms ; they supplied the money nec-

essary for the trip to Sarajevo. Still more, they

taught these young men how to use the arms they gave

them: ordnance bombs of the arsenal of Kragujevac

and Browning revolvers of the Serbian army. Finally,

it was due to the complicity of the agents of the Ser-

bian government that the orders were given to aid the

assassins in crossing the frontier. At the head of the

plot thus formed was Colonel Dmitrievitch, chief of the

intelligence division of the general staff, one of the best

known ranking officers of the Serbian army. . . .

From the day after the double assassination at Sara-

jevo the chauvinistic Serbian press glorified the assas-

sins by the title of "Martyrs." It published about

them and their existence in Belgrade circumstantial evi-

dence which shows that they were well known in that

vicinity. Nevertheless, the government of Belgrade

made no inquest, investigation or arrest. Twenty-four

hours later, it declared to the Austrian representative

that "it had done nothing about this affair. . .
."

It is also fully proved that, from the point of view of

principles of international law, her material and moral

responsibility being deeply involved in the double assas-

sination at Sarajevo, Serbia, whose officers and officials

had just brought about the assassination of the arch-

duke, owed to Austria-Hungary a complete, immediate

and decisive reparation. It has been seen that Serbia

not only did not take the initiative in this matter, which

elementary decency dictated, but that, when, twenty-
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five days later, Austria endeavored to impose upon her

specific conditions, by the ultimatum of July 23, she

evaded the issue in a response both arrogant and unbe-

coming, by eleven successive stipulations. Moreover,

better to show her real intentions, three hours before

returning to the Austrian representative her so-called

"conciliatory" reply, Serbia, certain of the blind ad-

herence of the powers of the triple entente, mobilized

400,000 men of her army while her government aban-

doned Begrade and retired to Nich.

Although the charges of Austria-Hungary, the at-

titude of the Serbian press and of the Belgrade govern-

ment had not at that time established in an incontest-

able manner, the heavy responsibility of Serbia in the

drama at Sarajevo, the authors of the double assas-

sination and their accomplices had multiplied their con-

fessions. The Serbian government itself proclaimed

its own guilt by the official glorification of the assas-

sins.

It was, however, in order to assure Serbia of the im-

punity to which no European statesman could have

legitimately accorded her the least right, that Russia

mobilized all her forces on land and on sea, July 30,

1914, at 4:00 p. m.

All the governments of Europe knew that "general

mobilization means war !" The Russian general mobi-

lization constituted, on the highest authority, an act of

aggression. We have on this point the cumulative

testimony of Czar Alexander III, of Czar Nicholas II,

of King George V, William II, and M. Raymond Poin-

care. And we also have the declarations of General de
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Boisdeffre, of General Obroutcheff, of General Dobro-
rolski, of M. Maurice Paleologue, of M. Rene Viviani,

of Sir Edward Grey, of Lloyd George, etc., etc. More-
over, it was not because Russia mobilized that Germany
declared war. Threatened in her security, and even

in her existence by the Russian general mobilization,

Germany first demanded that Russia suspend her

mobilization, as proclaimed by Nicholas II in his dec-

laration, and it was because Russia refused . . . that

the war became inevitable.

The governments of the triple entente are the less

justified in alleging their good faith since Italy, on July

26th suggested to them an ingenious method which per-

mitted the maintenance of peace by giving full satisfac-

tion to Austria and at the same time protecting the self-

respect of Serbia. This proposition was disdainfully

brushed aside by the British government as well as by
the Russian and French governments.

Finally, without repetition, let us recall that Ger-
many after July 28th, exercised a vigorous pressure on
Austria in order to maintain peace. At the demand of

the British government, she even compelled her ally to

enter into direct negotiations with Russia. But Rus-
sia, by suddenly mobilizing July 30, when full negoti-

ations were going on, and when neither her security nor
honor were threatened, struck a fatal blow at these last

and supreme efforts to maintain peace.

It is apparent that this French writer is more
critical of the Franco-Russian group than Mont-
gelas. In regard to certain details he goes even
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farther than the author of this book would re-

gard as justifiable. Yet his general position is

unassailable.

We may take from another French student,

Alfred Fabre-Luce, the best summary of the

revisionist viewpoint yet submitted: 4 "The

acts of Germany and Austria made the war pos-

sible, those of the Triple Entente made the war

inevitable." It is worth while to note that Fabre-

Luce is not a member of the group of French

Socialist revisionists, but a brilliant young stu-

dent of history, politics and diplomacy and a

member of one of the wealthiest and most power-

ful of French families. His book, La Victoire,

while less detailed than Renouvin or Morhardt on

the immediate causes of the World War, is more

comprehensive in scope and highly judicious in

tone. In discussing the matter of summary con-

clusions on war guilt he refers to the list of con-

clusions by Montgelas, and criticizes only three

out of the seventeen.
5 There is only one impor-

tant error in his work, namely, where he follows

Renouvin's lectures in holding that Bethmann-

Hollweg gave up his hope of restraining Austria

on July 30th and surrendered to the war party.

Perhaps the best brief up-to-date summary of

war responsibility by a Frenchman is the Con-

ference sur les Ttesponsabilites de la Guerre by

Gustave Dupin, which arrives at conclusions

very similar to those set forth by the present
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writer. The able and courageous French student

of war guilt and French war propaganda,

Georges Demartial, has recently expressed him-

self in an important article in the New York
Times Current History Magazine for March,

1926, as being in full agreement with the present

writer in regard to the primary responsibility of

Russia and France for the outbreak of the War.
He says: "We are convinced that we can no

more accept the thesis of divided responsibility

than we can accept that of the exclusive respon-

sibility of Germany."

The Poincare myth has been more disastrously

shattered in France than elsewhere. Morhardt's

book holds Poincare to have been more culpable

than any other individual. Special works have

been directed towards a specific refutation of

Poincare's apologies in his Origins of the War,

his article in Foreign Affairs for October, 1925,

and his memoirs. Lazare, in his A VOrigine

du Mensonge, has subjected Poincare's Origins

of the War to a most scathing dissection, while

Gustave Dupin has demolished the Foreign Af-

fairs article in the Revue de Hongrie for De-

cember 15, 1925, and Dupin, Fabre-Luce and

Margueritte have effectively discredited his mem-
oirs. Demartial's L'Evangile de Quai d'Orsay

is a devastating revelation of the French official

lies in 1914.

What Professor Fay has described as "the
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most considerable and, in many ways, the best

book on the subject of war guilt which has ap-

peared in English" is The Roots and Causes of

the Wars, 1914-1918, by Dr. John S. Ewart,

one of the most distinguished of Canadian ju-

rists. It will be seen from his summary that

Dr. Ewart is in agreement with both Morhardt

and Montgelas on all important issues

:

6

1. France was responsible for the western root of the

war—Alsace-Lorraine.

2. Responsibility for the eastern root—the Balkan

situation—must be shared, in chief measure by the

great powers (18T8); secondly, by Austria-Hungary

(1908); and thirdly, by the parties to the treaty of

Bucharest ( 1913) . To the effect of the actions in these

respects must be added: (1) national Jugo-Slavian

ambition and propaganda; (2) national Austro-

Hungarian reaction; (3) German interest in the pres-

ervation of Austro-Hungarian integrity; (4) Russia's

pursuit of her "historic mission."

3. Responsibility for precipitation of hostilities

must be attributed (1) to Serbia, because of her un-

neighborly conduct; (2) to Austria-Hungary, because

of continuation of her truculent attitude after receiv-

ing Serbia's reply; and (3) and chiefly—conclusively—

to Russia, because of interruption of negotiations for

a peaceful settlement.

By all means the most competent and up-to-

date book which has been written in England on

the question of responsibility for the World War
is G. Lowes Dickinson's International Anarchy.
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The following citation of his conclusions will show
that he is in almost complete agreement with the

summary of the question set forth above (pp.
654-62 by the present writer

:

7

Little Serbia stood on the verge of satisfying her

national ambitions at the cost of the peoples and civi-

lizations of three continents.

For years the little state of Serbia had been under-

mining the Austrian Empire . . . What was the Em-
pire to do in self-defense? One can conceive a world
in which Austria would not have wished to hold down a

nationality against its will. But that would not be

the world of history, past or present. Never has an
empire resigned before the disruptive forces of nation-

ality. Always it has fought. And I do not believe

that there was a state in existence that would not, under
similar circumstances, have determined, as Austria did,

to finish the menace, once for all, by war . . . With
every year that passed the Austrian position would get

worse and the Serbian better. So at least the Austrians

thought, and not without reason. They took their

risk according to the usual canons in such matters.

They may be accused of miscalculation, but I do not

see that they can be accused of wrong by any one who
accepts now, or who accepted then, the principles which
have always dictated the policy of states. . . . Ger-
man diplomacy was cumberous, stupid, and dishonest.

Granted, it was ! But German policy was such as any
state would have accepted in her position. The powers
of the Entente say that the offense was Germany's
backing of Austria. Germans say that the offense

was Russia's backing of Serbia. On that point, really,
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the whole controversy turns. To my mind the German

position is the more reasonable.

Why was the war not localized, as Austria and Ger-

many intended and desired? There is only one answer

to this: because Russia did not choose to allow it.

Why not? . . . The answer is that she wanted Con- f

stantinople and the Straits ; that she wanted access to

the Mediterranean; that she wanted extension of ter- Lj

ritory and influence ; that she had a "historic mission" ; |

that she must make herself secure; in short, the whole <

farrago of superstitions that dominate all States un-

der the conditions of the armed anarchy. . . . France
j

entered for the sake of the balance of power and to re-

cover Alsace-Lorraine; and her technical success in

waiting till the declaration of war came from Germany

does not alter the position. It had been known for at

least two years past, it was reaffirmed more than once '

during the crisis, that if Germany came in against Rus-

sia, France Avould come in against Germany ... At

any rate since 1912 France would have entered when
j

Russia did. And does any one who has perused the (

previous chapters, and who realizes the state of Europe,
]

believe that Russia would not have started the war a I

j

year or two later? . . . And England? . . . She had
|

military and naval commitments to France which were
,

like a suction-pipe to draw her, whether she would or
(

no, into the war. And that approximation to the other

two powers of the Entente was made for no other rea-

son than the maintenance of the balance of power. We
had become more afraid of Germany than of our tradi-

tional enemies, France and Russia. After all of our
1

commitments to France it would have been base to

desert her. Agreed! But what were the objects for 1
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which those commitments were made? Our own power,

our own empire, our own security.

The judicious and broad-minded English his-

torian, G. P. Gooch has thoroughly aligned him-

self with the revisionists. The most decisive

exponent of revisionism in England is the dis-

tinguished historian, Raymond Beazley, who
greatly aided Morel, and whose forthcoming

book will be the classic English study of war re-

sponsibility.

What should be the most adequate work on the

facts of pre-war diplomacy will soon be pub-

lished by Professor Sidney Bradshaw Fay, the

historian who first aroused the world to the

significance of the new documentary material

from the German and Austrian archives through

his notable articles in the American Historical

Review in 1920-21. His judgment as to the

guilt of Serbia, France, Russia and England
could not be definitive at that time, because

neither the Serbian revelations, the Livre Noir,

the Stieve collection of Russian documents nor

the British documents had been published. We
shall leave Professor Fay to state his own con-

clusions.

At least passing reference should be made to

such American writers as Francis Neilson and
Albert Jay Nock, who, even before the publica-

tion of the new documents, showed the serious

weaknesses in the Entente Epic. Judge Fred-

erick Bausnian's Let France Explain was the first
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thorough American repudiation of the war-time

mythology, while, in his Cross-Currents in

Europe Today, Charles Austin Beard presented

the first American survey of the problem of war

guilt based on all the evidence save the recently

published English documents. Much was ex-

pected of Professor Bernadotte Schmitt as a

leader of American revisionism on the basis of

his remarkable article in the American Historical

Review for April, 1924, but his articles in the

New York Times Current History Magazine for

March, 1926, and in Foreign Afairs for October,

1926, show that our anticipations were premature

and quite unjustified. Professor Schmitt has

now definitely aligned himself with the "bitter-

enders" and "straw-clutchers," such as Charles

Downer Hazen, Frank Maloy Anderson, Ed-

ward Raymond Turner and William Stearns

Davis. In the Progressive for December 1,

1926, and Evolution for February 15, 1927, the

writer has indicated at great length the personal

handicaps and the professional historiographical

limitations under which Professor Schmitt op-

erates as a student of contemporary diplomatic

history.

Two of the leading "die-hards," Professors

Davis and Turner, have recently attempted to

defend the war-time epic in the light of the new

documentary material—Professor Davis in Part

III of his Europe since Waterloo, and Professor

Turner in his article in the New York Times
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Current History Magazine for February, 1927.

The pathetic hopelessness of such efforts is

readily apparent to all who have perused these

unconscious obituarial notices by Professors

Davis and Turner. Their contributions, far from

rehabilitating the Entente idealism, actually con-

stitute the most powerful arguments for re-

visionism yet launched in the United States.

III. CONCLUSIONS

(1) There is practical unanimity among stu-

dents of the problem of the responsibility for the

World War as far as the facts are concerned,

though there is some divergence in generalizing

as to the significance of those facts.

(2) The situation is not one, as is widely be-

lieved, in which some writers who have examined

thoroughly the new documentary evidence hold

to the view of war responsibility which generally

prevailed from 1914 to 1920, while others

take what is called the "revisionist" stand-

point. There is no competent and honest au-

thority on the problem of war guilt who is not

a "revisionist."

(3) There is no competent and informed his-

torian in any country who has studied the prob-

lem of the genesis of the World War in a thor-

ough fashion who does not regard the theory of

war guilt held in Articles 227 and 231 of the Ver-

sailles Treaty to be wholly false, misleading and
unjust.
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(4) The recently published British documents

on the crisis of 1914 offer a full confirmation of

the revisionist point of view on war guilt.
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CHAPTER XI

LIQUIDATING WAR-TIME
ILLUSIONS

I. WAR ILLUSIONS AND WAR REALITIES

In the preceding chapters the writer has pointed

out how important it is for an adequate outlook

upon contemporary problems of war and peace to

assimilate in an intelligent and discriminating

fashion what we now know ;ibout the actual

causes of the late World War. Nothing could

constitute a more complete exposure of the dis-

honesty and unreliability of diplomats and states-

men, who are, as Francis Neilson pointed out,
1
if

anything, even more potent in the creation of

wars than general staffs and war departments.

We now know that practically the entire body of

Entente "war aims," including even the melodi-

ous rhetoric of President Wilson, was mainly

false and misleading, setting up a verbal barrage

behind which were hidden the most sordid and

selfish plans of unscrupulous diplomats and for-

eign ministers. 2 The acceptance of this view

about the Entente position of course in no way
carries with it any enthusiastic support of the

diplomacy or viewpoint of the Central Powers,

but we do not need debunking on German prop-
685
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aganda in the United States. If we can but un-

derstand how totally and terribly we were "taken

in" between 1914 and 1918 by the salesmen of

this most holy and idealistic world conflict, we
shall be the better prepared to be on our guard

against the seductive lies and deceptions which

will be put forward by similar groups when urg-

ing the necessity of another world catastrophe

in order to "protect the weak nations," "crush

militarism," "make the world safe for democ-

racy," "put an end to all further wars," etc.

II. WHO PROLONGED THE WAR?

We are now quite fully aware of the actual

facts in regard to the bringing on of the recent

World War through the plotting of Poincare,

Delcasse, Izvolski and Sazonov, aided and

abetted by the Francophiles and Slavophiles in

the British government. There are, however, a

number of other problems and situations which

require and deserve investigation and elucidation.

One of the most significant would be a considera-

tion of who prolonged the War unnecessarily.

Here, again, there is no doubt that the chief

guilt fastens itself upon the Allied Powers, and

particularly upon Lloyd George and Clemen-

ceau. 3 The United States played her part in

obstructing the plans for an early peace through

the Anglomania of Ambassador Page and
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President Wilson. By preventing the United
States from compelling Great Britain to observe

the rights of neutrals they practically destroyed

American neutrality, and by doing all they could

to bring America into the War they encouraged
the Entente Powers to count upon our ultimate

entry into the conflict. This made the bitter-

enders among the Allies the more unwilling to

consider the peace proposals of either the Cen-
tral Powers or President Wilson. 4

Still fur-

ther, Page openly and vigorously fought Colonel

House when he brought President Wilson's
peace proposals to Great Britain, and encour-
aged Grey to stand adamant for the prosecution

of the War. 5
It is certain that in 1916 or 1917 a

negotiated peace, embodying principles and ad-

justments far better adapted to the welfare of

man than the Versailles pact, could have been
arranged through the collaboration of Mr. Wil-
son, Caillaux and the Pope, with the cooperation
of the German government, but for the steadfast

position of Lloyd George, Clemenceau and cer-

tain other Entente statesmen who were bent
upon the destruction of the Central Powers.
The following terms represent the specific

German peace offer of December, 1916, which
may be profitably compared with the Treaty of

Versailles

:

The complete restoration of Belgium.

The evacuation by Germany of all territory captured
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ill northern France during the progress of the war.

The establishment of Poland and Lithuania as in-

dependent kingdoms.

The retention of Serbia by Austria-Hungary and the

restoration to Bulgaria of all territory lost by that

country in the second Balkan war.

The restoration to Austria of territory captured by

Italy in the neighborhood of the Adriatic Sea.

The restoration to Germany of all her colonial pos-

sessions in Africa, the Far East and other parts of the

The retention of Constantinople by Turkey.

In due time it will probably be seen that the
j

wisest utterance of Woodrow Wilson was not i

his fourteen points, but his conception of "peace

without victory." The responsibility for the un- I

necessary and disastrous prolongation of the ter- i

rible holocaust, which involved the expenditure i

of vast sums of money and the loss of millions of <

lives in Europe, to say nothing of the debauching t

of American morale through our entry into the <

World War, is almost as heavy as that which rests

upon Poincare, Delcasse, Izvolski and Sazonov t

for the initiation of the conflict.

III. THE WAR TO CRUSH MILITARISM
(

. s

Another illuminating line of study and exposi-
1

tion would seem to lie in a contrast between En-
(

tente "war aims" and the actual objects and
j

globe.
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results of the War. We were told that the

World War was fought to end all war and to

crush German militarism. Yet the world was
left in 1918 more bellicose in psychology than in

1914. There was a succession of wars in Europe
from 1918 to 1921, sometimes as many as a score

of separate wars being in progress. Further, a

large number of new states were created to con-

stitute so many more causes of nationalistic out-

bursts, political ambition, and ultimate wars.

Patriotic savagery was stimulated to a far

greater degree than after the conflicts of 1870

and 1878. 7

While German militarism has been for the

time being crushed, it has been replaced by the

even more dangerous militarism of France, whose
arrogant and aggressive policy since the War has

done more to stimulate a revengeful and mili-

taristic psychology in Germany than anything

else which has happened to that country since

Napoleon's occupation in 1800. At the same
time, France has advanced and financed the

cause of militarism not only at home, but also

in the new states of central and southern Europe,
so that at the present time the militaristic psy-

chology, as well as the military equipment out-

side of Germany, Austria and Russia, is more
vigorous and extensive than at the outbreak of

the World War. One of the great objects of

winning the War was to make no longer neces-



690 GENESIS OF THE WORLD WAR

sary the enormous expenditures for armaments

and other wastes. Nevertheless, to insure her

military supremacy upon the Continent, France

has not only doubled her indebtedness of 1918,

but has practically led into bankruptcy a number

of lesser European states as partners in her mil-

itaristic system. The increase of debts and

armaments since 1918 has been appalling, and

for this France and England must be held to be

almost solely responsible.
8 The following com-

pilation by the Foreign Policy Association of

New York indicates the startling increase of

the French public debt, not only since 1914, but

even since 1919:

SUMMARY OF THE FRENCH PUBLIC DEBT—1914-1925

The following statistics gathered by the Fed-

eral Council of the Churches of Christ indicate the

nature and extent of this insane continuation of

excessive expenditure for armaments at the pres-

ent time

:

Date * Total Debt
Francs

Aug. 1, 1914

(Gold)

27,704,330,634

(Paper)

Dec. 31, 1918

Dec. 31, 1919

Dec. 31,1920

Dec. 31, 1921

Dec. 31, 1922

Dec. 31,1923

Dec. 31, 1924

Dec. 31, 1925

151,122,338,054

240,242,109,503

300,108,315,300

329,002,482,500

379,501,070,812

418,227,272,727

426,388,083,185

519,623,589,539
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MILITARY BUDGETS
Country Year Army Navy Air Total

Albania .... 1923 $ 1,017,229 $ 1,017,229
Argentina .. 1924 23,285,512 $16,540,806 39,826,318
Australia .. 1924 5,210,546 10,142,212 $ 798,012 1)6,150,770
Austria .... 1924 7,857,142 7,857,142
Belgium ... 1924 24,562,629 24,562,629
Bolivia 1924 2,958,285 2,958,285
Brazil 1924 17,304,597 9,513,750 26,818,347
Bulgaria ... 1924 1,134,000 1,134,000
Canada .... 1924 10,036,237 1,515,500 1,250,000 12,801,737
Chile 1923 7,948,032 8,177,407 16,125,439
Colombia .. 1824 2,986,123 2,986,123
Costa Rica . 1924 130,264 130,264
Cuba 1924 10,959,799
Czecho-
slovakia . 1924 68,999 68,999

Denmark . . 1924 6,440,000 4,240,000 10,680,000
Ecuador . . . 1924 2,720,846
Esthonia ... 1923 4,844,036
Finland 1924 10,395,000
France .... 1924 172,076,462 48,327,139 (?) 220,403,601
Germany ... 1924 107,100,000 107,100,000
Great Britain 1924 268,342,470 290,109,199 94,245,120 652,696,789
Greece 1924 40,567,814
Guatemala . 1924 1,584,247
Haiti 1924 1,045,310
Honduras . . 1924 2,173,543
Hungary ... 1923 2,629,015 2,629,015
India 1923 182,500,000 182,500,000
Italy 1924 72,533,978 29,397,433 15,162,000 117,093,411
Japan 1924 7,913,000 9,770,300 17,683,300
Jugoslavia .. 1924 39,120,020
Latvia 1924 5,605,365
Lithuania . . 1923 5,176,682
Mexico .... 1923 63^2381095
Netherlands. 1924 25,251,895 17,153,605 42,405,500
Nicaragua .. 1923 145,827
Norway .... 1924 6,020,742 2,291,034 8,311,776
Paraguay .. 1923 470,252
Pem 1924 4,420,729 1,300,796 5,721,525
Poland 1924 85,102,964
Portugal .. 1924 7,420,886 3,733,980 11,154,866
Roumania . . 1924 17 873 503
Russia 1923 96,921,930 8,830,140 105,752^070
Salvador ... 1924 664,205
Santo Do-
mingo .... 1924 1,124,827

SPain 1924 51,976,783 24,624,460 76,601,243
Sweden .... 1924 40,012,400
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MILITARY BUDGETS {continued)

Country Year Army Navy Air Total

Switzerland . 1924 15,733,361

Turkey .... 1924 24,340,880

United States 1924 257,274,768 297,097,250 554,372,018

Uruguay ... 1924 7,027,556

Venezuela .. 1924 2,400,000

IV. THE WORLD SAFE FOR DEMOCRACY

We were solemnly informed that the World

War was also being fought to make the world

"safe for democracy," and particularly to in-

sure the existence, safety and stability of democ-

racy in Germany. The end of the World War
saw even the architect of that phrase acquiescing

in the sending of American troops to crush out

the existence of the Bolshevik government in

Russia, which represents the most radical democ-

racy anywhere in the world. Even more serious

is the fact that the Entente policy since the War
has almost destroyed the strong sentiment and

movement for democracy in Germany, which

could easily have triumphed in that country but

for the effective indirect cooperation of Poincare

with the party of Ludendorff and the militaristic

monarchists. There can be no doubt that Poin-

care contributed more than any other force or

influence to the election of von Hindenburg, as

well as to many other much more serious symp-

toms of autocracy and reaction in Germany.

Since the War, "friends of democracy" in Eu-

rope and the United States have looked with
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horror upon Bolshevik Russia, but have co-

operated with enthusiasm with Mussolini, un-

doubtedly the most brazen autocrat that western

Europe has known since Napoleon III. In
Greece, Spain, Hungary, Rumania and Bul-

garia Fascism has made nearly as much head-

way as in Italy. A dictatorship is also imminent
in Belgium and Poland, and there has been much
talk of a similar development in France as an
aid to the solution of her financial crisis. In-

deed, democracy seems in greater peril in Eu-
rope than at any time since 1848. Of course,

there are valid arguments for a dictatorship, but

we are here interested in indicating how the War
failed to advance the cause of democracy. Even
the United States, which was supposed to be in-

terested, far beyond any other country, in making
the War a great crusade for democracy, has un-

dergone a veritable orgy of reaction since 1917,

so that individual liberty and the freedom of ex-

pression are to-day in greater jeopardy amongst
us than at any other time since the period of the

Alien and Sedition Laws of 1798.

But we must go still further and recognize the

fact that even though the World War had most
notably promoted the development of democracy,

and secured its complete domination on the

planet, that would in itself be no guaranty of sub-

sequent world peace. When the Allied propa-

ganda was in full bloom it was a basic thesis that
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the War had been caused by autocracy, in spite of

the fact that the most autocratic of the greater

powers of the world was one of the Triple En-

tente. Democracy was held to be a sure panacea

against war. The facts which we now possess

about war guilt completely explode this view of

democracy as a defense against war when taken

alone. Professor George H. Blakeslee, in the

following paragraph, shows how the facts of

modern history prove the futility of relying upon

democracy as an adequate assurance of peace un-

less we combine with it real world organization:
9

During the past century the great democracies have

been making war, threatening war, and preparing for

war, much of the time against each other. Their his-

tory shows clearly enough that if their neighbors had

also been democratic this change alone would not have

prevented wars. Nor is the outlook for the future en-

couraging. Democratic nations are still willing to

fight to defend their national interests and policies

;

they demand their due share of over-sea trade, con-

cessions and colonies—if they are a commercial or ex-

pansionist people—no less insistently because they are

democratic. But the interest and policies of one na-

tion conflict with those of another; what one democracy

regards as a due share of over-sea trade, concessions,

and colonies is an undue share to its rival. Each de-

mocracy becomes an excited partisan of its own view,

ready to back it by force of arms ; and the natural re-

sult is, as it always has been, wars and rumors of wars.

There are enough conflicts in national policies today
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to lead to a dozen future conflicts, even if all the world

should be democratic. There is Japan's insistence

upon controlling China ; our own Monroe doctrine, when

interpreted in a domineering or selfish spirit ; England's

Persian gulf policy; the anti-oriental policy of the

United States and the British self-governing colonies

;

the expansionist policy of all the Balkan states ; and the

entente policy, formulated at the Paris conference, of

discriminating against the trade of the central powers

after the present war shall be over. Unless present

conditions are changed, the democratic nations of the

world, with their conflicting interests, would find it dif-

ficult to maintain world peace for the next century,

even if they wished to maintain it. History, present

conditions, and the logic of the situation show that de-

mocracy alone will never make the world safe. It is

only by a definite concert of states that we may se-

cure a reasonable promise of obtaining a permanent

international peace and of becoming a non-militaristic

world.

V. THE TRIUMPH OF IDEALISM

Yet a third alleged purpose of the Allies was
to bring about among the peoples of the world
the triumph of idealism over selfish imperialism

and territorial ambitions. But the Bolsheviks

and the Versailles Conference revealed the exist-

ence of the notorious Secret Treaties embodying
as sordid a program of territorial pilfering as can
be found in the history of diplomacy. It appears
that the chief actual motives of the Entente in
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the World War were the seizure of Constanti-

nople and the Straits for Russia; not only the re-

turn of Alsace-Lorraine to France, but the

securing of the west bank of the Rhine, which

would have involved the seizure of territory his-

torically far longer connected with Germany

than Alsace-Lorraine had ever been with France

;

the rewarding of Italian entry into the War by

extensive territory grabbed away from Austria

and the Jugo-Slavs; and the sequestering of the

German imperial possessions, the acquisition of

the German merchant marine and the destruction

of the German navy in the interest of increasing

the strength of the British Empire. 10

The officials of the United States have boasted

that they did not secure one inch of territory, but

we did snatch from the spoils enemy property

approximately equal in value to the German in-

demnity levied on France in 1871. Professor

John Bassett Moore thus sarcastically describes

the combination of hypocrisy, sophistry and

casuistry which underlay the juristic exegesis

whereby the Alien Property Custodian was au-

thorized to execute his noble defensive crusade

against the Hun in our midst:

In the original statute the function of the alien prop-

erty custodian was defined as that of a trustee. Sub-

sequently, however, there came a special revelation,

marvelously brilliant but perhaps not divinely inspired,
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of the staggering discovery that the foreign traders

and manufacturers whose property had been taken over

had made their investments in the United States not

from ordinary motives of profit but in pursuance of a

hostile design, so stealthily pursued that it had never

before been suspected, but so deadly in its effects that

the American traders and manufacturers were even-

tually to be engulfed in their own homes and the alien

plotters left in grinning possession of the ground.

Under the spell engendered by this agitating appari-

tion, and its patriotic call to a retributive but profitable

war on the malefactors' property, substantial depar-

tures were made from the principle of trusteeship.

To this, of course, must be added the enormous

profits of American manufacturers and bankers

in supplying the Allies with munitions and credit.

We must not forget that some of the most vocal

apostles of idealism were among the most notori-

ous of profiteers, and that the intolerant and

noisy organizations of "idealists" were subsidized

and supported by those same groups, an in-

vestigation of the perfidy and corruption of

which was blocked by the now Vice-President

Dawes. We must pass over with the merest

mention the Entente idealism since the autumn
of 1918, as exemplified in the continuation of the

blockade of Germany after the armistice, the in-

tervention in Russia, the policy of France in the

Ruhr and the occupied regions along the Rhine,
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and the operations of Great Britain and France

in India, Egypt, Persia, Morocco, Syria and

China.

VI. WORLD ORGANIZATION

Probably the most seductive of all the Allied

war aims was the promise that the conflict would

emerge with the creation of a world organization,

based upon fairness and justice and designed to

make impossible, henceforth, the waging of an-

other war. It would be a "league to enforce

peace" and to promote sentiments of interna-

tional brotherhood. By 1920 it was apparent

that the United States, the country that had

shouted most loudly during the War for such a

league, would feel compelled to refrain from

joining this organization because it was linked up

with an atrocious peace treaty, while Germany,

Austria and Russia were arrogantly excluded

from the opportunity of securing membership

should they have clamored for admittance.

What ultimately came out of the movement

was essentially an Anglo-French organization,

namely, a league of victors rather than a league

of nations. The saving factor in the situation

was that England gradually became unwilling

further to tolerate the French desire utterly to

destroy Germany and wreck Europe, with the

result that the League of Nations has gradually

been able to make a number of notable contribu-
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tions to peace, because France and England

could not agree upon the policy of aggression.
11

While every honest friend of peace should de-

sire to see the League of Nations grow not only

in strength but also in membership, it is complete

folly to expect that the mere union of a number

of selfish, corrupt and war-like states can in itself

create a world organization entirely divorced

from selfish aims, and exuding a sentiment of

Christ-like sweetness. The banding together of

a safe-blower, a forger, a pick-pocket, a "stick-up

man," a "house-prowler," a blackmailer, a "con"

man, a mail-order crook and a "bunko artist"

would scarcely constitute an organization for the

elimination of crime, even though they incorpo-

rated and adopted the by-laws of the National

Society for the Prevention of Crime. It will not

be necessary to stress the fact, before an intelli-

gent group of readers, that the League of Na-

tions will function as an organ and agency of

peace only so far as we bring about a change of

heart upon the part of the constituent govern-

ments. No league of nations can ever go for-

ward to become a great world force unless a pa-

cific and constructive spirit dominates the foreign

offices and public opinion of these same nations.

Georges Demartial, the eminent French publi-

cist, has well stated the view of the inevitable

futility of the League of Nations if it does not

abandon the war hatreds, the war-time theories
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of war guilt, and the fiction of Article 231 of the

Treaty of Versailles

:

But it may be said, docs not the League of Nations

exist to prevent war? A humorous suggestion! If 1

war becomes of rarer occurrence it will be because war 1

itself has become too cruel and devastating, because of I

fear of aerial warfare and of the consequences of failure, I

and not because of the hypocrites of Geneva. France
j

was represented there by Viviani, who said of the Avar
j

that, "It was the final and decisive clash of the dark
(

powers of evil with the radiant powers of good." Eng- .

land was represented there by Lord Balfour, who said:

"It was the war of Heaven against Hell." The men
^

who represent the different peoples there today are

hardly less biased. Imagine the butchers of St. Bar-

tholmew at the head of a League of Religions! I will

believe in the League of Nations when it has painted on .

the walls of the Assembly hall a picture representing

the judges of Versailles crouching over Germany, each

with an upraised dagger in his hand, and with the fol-

lowing inscription below: "Admit that you are sole

cause of the war or we will finish you off."

The overthrow of the arch-militarists in

France, the development of a European point of

view recently at Locarno, and the admission of

Germany to the League, give more ground for

optimism than anything else which has happened

in a decade, but we must not forget the rosy hopes

for world peace which pervaded western society

from 1910 to 1914 and represented another war

as unthinkable.
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VII. DISARMAMENT

Equally futile is it to talk about disarmament

without such a change of international outlook as

would naturally involve both the spirit and fact

of disarmament. As long as peoples think in

terms of arms and wars and have recourse to arms

to settle international disputes, even real and

thoroughgoing disarmament would be of little

or no significance. With our modern technical

proficiency in the manufacture of munitions we
could within six months equip armies with a far

more formidable set of instruments for destruc-

tion than were known to Napoleon or General

Grant. 12 We ought to be even less misled by the

fake Disarmament Conference at Washington in

1920 which, however much it may have achieved

temporarily in the diplomatic settlement of the

Far East, was a pure burlesque as far as dis-

armament is concerned. The only equipment

about which there was any agreement as to dis-

armament and abandonment was those forms of

armament which had already become hopelessly

obsolete. It was equivalent to a group of sports-

men in 1925 agreeing to dispense with flint-lock

muskets in their fall shooting exercises. We
must accustom ourselves to referring causes of

international dispute to leagues of nations and

world courts, or else disarmament will be no more
than a meaningless, if not dangerous, rhetorical
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illusion. We should not, of course, overlook the

fact that a mere assembling of a conference on

disarmament, however futile its achievements,

was in itself a gesture of high psychological sig-

nificance in the field of international relations

and diplomatic discussion. It was certainly-

some advance over the international astronomical

conference which Graham Wallas suggested

might have to be the first step in the development

of world organization. 13

Professor Parker Thomas Moon has prepared

an interesting comparison of the armies of the

major world powers before and after the World

War:*
ARMIES OF THE GREAT POWERS

1914 1922 Population 1922

Germany 812,000 100,000 60,000,000

Austria 30,000 6,428,000

Hungary 424,000 35,000 8,000,000

Italy 318,000 210,000 39,000,000

Russia 1,300,000 600,000 132,000,000

France 846,000 736,000 41,000,000

Great Britain 250,000 225,000 41,000,000

U. S. A 105,000 145,000 106,000,000

Japan 250,000 250,000 60,000,000

ARMIES OF THE SMALLER POWERS
1914 1922 Population 1922

Poland 275,000 27,000,000

Czechoslovakia 150,000 13,600,000

Yugoslavia 58,000 127,000 12,000,000

Greece 60,000 150,000 5,500,000

Rumania 130,000 200,000 17,000,000

COST OF ARMAMENTS AFTER THE WAR
1913-14 1922

British Empire $661,000,000 $1,073,000,000

France 349,000,000 461,000,000

Italy 181,000,000 123,000,000

Japan 96,000,000 367,000,000

Total $1,287,000,000 $2,024,000,000
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VIII. SECURITY

Another objective of the War was to "right

the wrong of 1870," namely, the seizure of

Alsace-Lorraine and the billion dollar indemnity

levied upon France. This wrong was "righted"

by attempting to levy an indemnity of fifty bil-

lion dollars on Germany; by wresting from Ger-

|

many, in behalf of Poland, territory which was

far more an integral and vital part of Germany
than Alsace-Lorraine had ever been of France;

by seizing the German colonies in the interests of

the British, French and Japanese Empires; by

preventing German Austria from executing the

natural and desirable junction with Germany;

and by most unfairly and unjustly depriving

Bulgaria of territory to recompense Serbia,

Greece, and Rumania for their contributions to

the Allied cause during the War.
Another cornerstone of Entente propaganda

was the assertion that the War was fought to

protect humanity against those who made "scraps

of paper" out of sacred treaties, but the Entente

made a "scrap of paper" out of the Fourteen

Points and the Armistice terms by the Treaty of

Versailles, and allowed France to make a "scrap

of paper" out of the Treaty of Versailles through

the Ruler invasion.

One of the persistent, and yet one of the most
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insidious phases of the Entente propaganda since

the War has been the constant reiteration that

the security of Europe and the world is identical

with the security of France. Our present

knowledge of the French part in the War of

1870, the menacing French spirit of revenge fol-

lowing 1871, the French diplomatic intrigues and

aggressive aims in the Franco-Russian Alliance,

the relatively unparalleled French militarism

and military expenditures in 1914, the prominent

part played by France in precipitating the War,

and the domination of Europe by French aggres-

sion and militarism since 1918 should be sufficient

to convince even the most biased Francophile

Americans that we cannot found the slightest ex-

pectation of European peace upon any plan

which gives France either security or ascendency

in Europe at the expense of other countries.

There can be no security for Europe which does

not rest upon a general European organization

which will insure the security, as well as hold in

restraint the military tendencies of France, Ger-

many or any other country. It must be em-

phasized, of course, that when we speak critically

of France in this place, as well as elsewhere in this

book, we refer to the France of Deroulede, Bar-

res, Daudet, Delcasse, Poincare and other expo-

nents of revenge, war and militarism, from what-

ever parties and groups drawn. France, under
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men like Combes, Painleve, Caillaux and Her-
riot, would be not only as good, but, in the opin-

ion of the present writer, a little better than other

European states.
15

We have not here laid stress upon the mili-

tarism or secret diplomacy of Germany, prima-

rily because few Americans have harbored any

illusions on this subject, unless it be an unfair

impression of the relative amount and menace of

German militarism as compared with that of

France and Russia. The writer is no apologist

for German poUtik, but a fair and candid study

of European diplomacy, nationalism and milita-

rism since 1870 has gradually but certainly

shown us how impossible it is to maintain the old

thesis that Germany was not only primarily re-

sponsible for the World War but was also the

chief source and stimulus of the savage patriotism

and excessive armaments of Europe in the forty

years before the calamity of 1914. The writer

does believe, however, that one of the few real and
substantial positive gains of the World War is

to be found in the breaking of the power of the

narrow but powerful clique of extreme and arro-

gant militarists in Germany, and it is one of the

chief counts against Poincare that his savage

post-War policy in regard to Germany has given

this group in Germany a greatly increased popu-

larity and prestige. 1 "
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IX. THE DELUSIONS AND MYTHOLOGY OF AVAR

PROPAGANDA

The conclusion of these few very casual, desul-

tory and almost platitudinous remarks on the

contrast between myth and fact in connection

with the World War and after, is that they prove

beyond the possibility of contradiction or doubt

the highly relevant fact that war cannot be ended

by more war any more than a drowning man can

be resuscitated by pouring more water down his

throat. The type of mind and intellectual atti-

tudes which are developed for and by war are

those which bring to the fore practically all of

the baser traits of human nature and intensify

hatred and savagery, while reducing the potency

of those mental operations which are conducive

to pacific adjustments and mutual toleration.

It is only by attacking war head on, and making

clear its multifarious contributions to human bru-

tality and waste, as well as by proving the futile

and unnecessary nature of every war, that we can

make headway, if at all, against modern militar-

ism and the war spirit.
17

It may have been worth while on this basis to

point out with more than usual frankness the

imbecilities and disasters of the late World War,

because this is a particularly instructive instance
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for those now alive. It was not only a struggle

through which we have all lived, but also the

one which was most exploited as an example
as the one uniquely necessary, idealistic and
justice-promoting conflict of all history. If we
show how totally we were deluded on all these

points, it may help us in the future to guard
against being led astray by the same groups when
they are interested in provoking another world
conflict.

It has doubtless been a consideration of the

above points which has led a few courageous

spirits among us, like Harry Emerson Fosdick,

Sherwood Eddy, Kirby Page and others to ex-

press doubt as to whether they would ever again
support or sanction another war. But it is

necessary to carry this salutary disillusionment

beyond the few to the mass of students of the

coming generation who will be those who must
take the leading part in opposing a military

policy and in substituting for savage patriotism

a broad international point of view. And if we
may judge by the symptoms of the last decade,

students will primarily need to look for truth and
guidance to themselves rather than to their pro-

fessors of history and diplomacy, many of whom
will probably tenaciously continue to remain de-

votees of the Rip Van Winkle and Pollyanna
schools of historiography. 18
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X. THE LESSONS

The really important aspect of the above ma-

terial is not, of course, merely the satisfaction of

our curiosity as to the historical facts regarding

War origins, but the important bearing which

these facts have on public and international pol-

icy at the present time. As the prevailing Eu-

ropean international policy is still based upon

the assumption of unique German responsibility

for the War it is evident that the facts in the situ-

ation demand the repudiation of this program

and the adoption of a more fair and constructive

policy. The Dawes Report, and the discussion

which it has promoted, in common with most of

the analyses of the Reparations problem, rests

upon altogether fallacious premises which alike

invalidate the content of the proposal and the

machinery of enforcement. The whole logical

and juristic foundation of the notion of repara-

tions from Germany, in so far as it differs from

the age-old policy of punitive levies on conquered

peoples, is the assumption of the complete and

unique responsibility of Germany for the origin

of the World War and the misery, suffering and

economic losses which it entailed. This assump-

tion is fully embodied in the provisions of the

Treaty of Versailles relating to reparations, and

even Poincare was once incautious enough to ad-

mit that proof of divided responsibility for the
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outbreak of the great conflict carried with it a dis-

appearance of the case for German reparations.

The Dawes Plan, and any current American and
European agreements as to its enforcement, while

immensely better than the Poincare policy, are

comparable to efforts to reduce the fine of a man,
known by all to be innocent.

What we need to do is to adopt a broad, con-

structive and far-sighted policy. The guilt for

the World War having been distributed, the ex-

pense of indemnifying the sufferers should like-

wise be distributed. The United States might
well use its undoubted financial power to induce

France and England (the latter would probably

gladly welcome the proposal) to forgo all no-

tion of any reparations from Germany and to

adopt the program of a mutual sharing with Ger-
many of the burdens of reconstruction and re-

habilitation. The United States could with

great propriety indicate its good-will and inten-

tions in the circumstances by cancelling the debts

of the European powers on the above condition.

Once England and France gave some such evi-

dence of international honesty and decency, one
of the chief obstacles and objections would be
removed to our joining the League of Nations.

We may agree with Fabre-Luce that, though the

wartime slogan that America and the Entente
entered the War solely for the purpose of ending
all war was at the time pure hypocrisy, yet we
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shall have lost both the War and the peace if we

do not take steps to make this constructive slo-

gan an achieved reality. The beginnings of any-

such move must be found in an appreciation of

the facts concerning the origins of the World

War. Hence the truth in the following state-

ment by John Kenneth Turner

:

Instead of being a dead issue, our late war is the liv-

est issue of the day, and it will remain an issue so long

as future war is in the reckoning. Its lessons hold not

only the secret of averting future war, but also the so-

lution of other public questions of a pressing nature.
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I. introductory

Never before in the whole history of historical writing

has there been so rapid and complete a change in the

opinions of historians concerning an event of major im-

portance as has been witnessed in the revision of our con-

ceptions concerning the causes of the outbreak of the World
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War in August, 1914. There were a few brave souls, like

Morel, Bertrand Russell, Francis Neilson, and others, who,

during the War, refused to accept at its face value the

Entente propaganda concerning the sole and diabolical

guilt of Germany in the precipitation of the great calamity

which broke out in the summer of 1914. Yet the views of

these men rested very largely upon intuition rather than

demonstrable facts. It has been due only to the unprec-

edented rapidity of the publication of the documents in the

foreign offices of Germany, Austria and Russia that we

have been able to discover the actual facts in the same

generation as that which witnessed the late world conflict.

Previously such documents have normally been kept secret

from forty to one hundred years, so that the mythology

which passed current during a war could not be inade-

quately overthrown until the time of the grandchildren

of those who had participated.

But the mere documents themselves, such as those edited

and published by Kautsky, Goos, Marchand, Stieve, Siebert,

and Gooch would have been of little significance had not

alert historians made use of them immediately upon their

appearance. The first scholar to attempt to assimilate the

new evidence and to indicate its significance for the prob-

lem of war guilt was Professor Sidney B. Fay, of Smith

College, who published the results of his preliminary inves-

tigations in three notable articles in the American Histori-

cal Review, beginning in July, 1920. He was able to ex-

plode the myth of the alleged Potsdam Conference of July

5, 1914, at which the Kaiser was supposed to have revealed

his plot to force a European war. Professor Fay demon-

strated that the initiative in the punishment of Serbia was

taken by Austria, and that Germany, late in July, 1914,

made earnest efforts to restrain Austria when it began to

appear as if the Austrian punitive expedition into Serbia

would bring in its train a general European war. The in-
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criminating evidence against Russia and France was not,

hoAvever, at this time available, and while Professor Fay

was able to demonstrate that it was the premature Russian

mobilization which produced the German declaration of

war, he was still able to regard France as a state which had

done all it could to preserve the peace of Europe in 1914.

Since 1920 additional material has enabled a large number

of historical scholars to carry forward the task begun by

Professor Fay, until we are now relatively certain as to the

major facts involved, and Professor Fay himself promises

us in the near future a definitive appraisal not only of the

documentary evidence, but also of the chief books and mon-

ographs which have thus far been produced on the question

of responsibility for the World War. In two recent lucid

and scholarly articles in the New York Times Current His-

tory Magazine Professor Fay has not only given us the best

summary of the evidence establishing the full Serbian re-

sponsibility for the assassination of the Archduke, but has

also indicated the masterly command of the data of war

guilt which we may expect in his forthcoming book.

One cannot expect to understand the issues of 1914 unless

he is familiar with the diplomacy of the period following

1870. Fortunately, the post-war publication of documents

has been of as much assistance here as in respect to the

immediate cause of the War. The great German set, Die

Grosse Politik, which is now being issued in a large num-

ber of imposing volumes (approximately fifty), embodies

most of the more important documents in the German for-

eign office since 1870, and has necessitated a complete re-

casting of our views on European diplomacy in the forty

years before Sarajevo. This material has been worked

over by a number of enterprising scholars, among them

Valentin, Rachfahl, Hammann and Brandenburg in Ger-

many, and Gooch in England. Gooch's book is the only

reliable guide yet available in English, and constitutes an
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indispensable introduction to the problem of war guilt for

those who can only follow the argument in English.

Gooch reveals the steady tightening of the Franco-Russian

Alliance, and its transition into an aggressive policy guided

by Poincare and Izvolski after 1912. England, after hav-

ing been rebuffed in her advances to Germany by the naval

policy of Tirpitz, and the anti-English attitude of Holstein,

was driven into ever closer relations with France, and

even into the unpopular agreement with Russia which

cemented the Triple Entente. The German ambitions in

the Near East threw her into ever closer relations with

Austria and made it more and more necessary for her to

support the efforts of Austria to maintain her integrity in

the face of the nationalistic movements in the Balkans.

Europe became divided into two "armed camps," each of

which grew ever more disinclined to give way before the

demands of the other. The stage was being set so that

such an inflammable episode as that of the murder of Franz

Ferdinand in June, 1914, could precipitate the entire con-

tinent into a life and death struggle. With the exception

of a somewhat inadequate presentation of the case against

Sir Edward Grey, and his Russophilc under-secretary,

Sir Arthur Nicolson, Gooch's book is a model of fairness,

and the author exhibits unusual capacity in the way of

being able to combine complete mastery of detail with clear

and forcible presentation of the larger issues and policies

involved. The fact that the more damaging evidence

against France and Russia, as well as the evidence of

Serbian responsibility for the assassination of the Arch-

duke, had not appeared when Gooch wrote his book makes

his judgment as to the relative order of responsibility

archaic. Gooch has also contributed much of the material

in the third volume of the Cambridge History of British

Foreign Policy dealing with the British aspects of the

back-ground of the war. Gooch has further given us an
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admirable brief survey of the history of Franco-German re-

lations since 1870, interpreted in his usual lucid and

impartial fashion. In connection with the diplomacy of

the generation before the war, mention should be made of

the notable work of Professor Pribram on the secret trea-

ties of Austria-Hungary, which lias been brought out in an

excellent English edition under the supervision of Pro-

fessor A, C, Coolidge, of Harvard University.

II. GERMANY AND AUSTRIA

We shall not here make any effort at a summary of the

many important German and Austrian monographs on war

guilt, as it would still be assumed by many in the United

States that such works must more or less naturally and

inevitably be biased in favor of the Central Powers. We
cannot, however, overlook the admirable brief summary of

the revisionist point of view by Count Max Montgelas.

This book was unfortunately christened in the English

edition. The original German title of Leading Threads in

the Problem of War Guilt was much more accurately de-

scriptive of the content than the English version entitled

The Case for the Central Powers. About half of the book

is devoted to an excellent brief summary of the diplomacy

from 1907 to 1914. This is followed by a systematic

analysis of the main elements in the crisis of July and

August, 1914, together with a thorough criticism of many

of the more important myths and legends connected with

the Entente indictment of Germany during the War and

Peace Conference periods. On pages 200-203 he gives

some seventeen conclusions on the matter of war guilt,

which represent one of the best and most accurate state-

ments of the conclusions of revisionist scholarship to be

found anywhere.

While Montgelas puts the primary responsibility upon
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Russia, because of her precipitate general mobilization, and

clearly shows how this action was encouraged by France, he

does not hesitate to criticize German policy where the facts

lead him to the conclusion that Germany was in error. He

fully recognizes, for example, that the German invasion of

Belgium was both a violation of international law and a

serious diplomatic blunder, and he is honest enough to

point out that the strong probability that the French would

have invaded Belgium if Germany had not, constitutes

no adequate justification of the actual German invasion.

Montgelas' book is easily the best brief statement of the

revisionist point of view which has thus far come out of

Germany, and it is unfortunate that its German authorship

will probably prevent it from receiving the attention and re-

spect from English-speaking readers to which its high

quality entitles it.

Among the mass of works which have come out of Ger-

many on the question of war guilt a few others must

be mentioned, such as the very competent book of Dr. G.

Frantz on the all-important Russian military activities

at the outbreak of the War; Dr. F. Stieve's excellent anal-

ysis of Izvolski's correspondence; and Baron Romberg's

exposure of the falsifications of the Russian Orange Book

issued early in the War as a vindication of Franco-Russian

conduct in July and August, 1914. Frantz's work is un-

questionably the best monograph on Russia's part in pro-

ducing the World War which has thus far been written.

He makes rather a stronger case against Sazonov than has

hitherto been accepted among revisionist historians. Stieve

demonstrates the primary responsibility of Izvolski for

the direction of the forcible Russian policy leading to the

diplomacy of 1914, and Romberg shows that in the original

Orange Book all of the telegrams indicating collusion be-

tween France and Russia in the effort to bring on mobiliza-

tion and the War were carefully excluded. He proves that
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the only telegram indicating a French desire for caution

was one in which the French advised secrecy and adroit-

ness, so that Germany and England would not discover

the mobilization plans, but at the same time urged even

greater Russian activity in the actual military preparations.

The most interesting, as well as the most recent, impor-

tant German book on war guilt has been prepared by the

ex-Crown Prince. While the Crown Prince was probably

aided by competent historical scholars, the book is a gener-

ally reliable and technical work, indicating a mastery of

the latest documents and monographs and exhibiting a

broad viewpoint and great moderation and restraint. The

author demolishes the official French work on war responsi-

bility by Bourgeois and Pages, Les Origines et les Respon-

sabilites de la Grande Guerre. So competent and convinc-

ing is the work that it has been very favorably received in

Germany by political groups fiercely antagonistic to the

old Hohenzollern regime. The best work on British pre-

war diplomacy is that of Hermann Lutz, editor of the Ger-

man edition of the complete British documents of 1914.

The most important organ in Germany for promoting

scholarship in the war guilt problem is the monthly journal,

Die Kriegsschuldfrage, edited by Herr Alfred von Weg-

erer.

In Austria, along with the editorial work of Roderich

Goos and Professor Pribram, the most important works

bearing on war origins are the important monographs of

Heinrich Kanner and Julius von Szilassy, and the memoirs

of Conrad von Hotzendorf, the Austrian Chief of Staff in

1914. Kanner looks upon such forces as nationalism, mili-

tarism and imperialism as basic in bringing on the World

War. He exaggerates greatly, however, the alleged in-

citement of Austria by Germany. Szilassy takes the same

general position, but shows how Berchtold was influenced

by aggressive subordinate associated in the foreign office,
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though there are some who dispute this view and contend

that Berehtold himself exhibited more than usual energy

and decision in the July crisis. Hotzendorf, with very

unusual frankness, reveals the determination of the force-

ful group in the Dual Monarchy to have a last reckoning

with the Serbian nationalists, in the hope of finally ex-

tinguishing this menace to the integrity of Austria-

Hungary. The general significance of these works is that

they put an end for all time to the allegation that the

initiative in the fatal crisis of 1914 with respect to the

punishment of Serbia came from Germany rather than

Austria.

The Dutch have created a commission- to study the

causes of the war which publishes an excellent journal ed-

ited by Dr. N. Japiske.

III. FRANCE

One of the most reassuring and satisfactory aspects of

the study of war guilt by honest and impartial historians

has been the courageous effort of liberal French scholars

to contribute their share to the establishment of the truth

concerning this important problem, even though the results

of their researches might prove extremely damaging to

their own country. In fact, it has required much more

courage on the part of French historians to present an

honest picture of the war guilt question than has been the

case with German historians, because the new documents

destroy the validity of the indictment of Germany and con-

stitute the basis for an inevitable case against France and

Russia. In the light of these facts it is reassuring to be

able to call attention to so impressive a list of books by

capable French authors who accept the revisionist position.

The struggle for truth in France began with sucli things

as the brochures of Gouttenoire de Toury, making serious
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charges against Poincare, and eliciting from the latter his

apology entitled, The Origins of the War. About the

same time Georges Demartial made use of some of the

new evidence and indicated the necessity of a serious revi-

sion of our wartime views. A more thoroughgoing indict-

ment of French policy, based upon wider acquaintance with

the newer literature, was brought out a year later by Alfred

Pevet. Pevet's book represents a vigorous onslaught upon

the Franco-Russian militarists, calls for a complete recon-

struction of our notions of war guilt, and concludes with

a scathing demonstration of the hypocrisy of the Allied

charge of complete German responsibility for the outbreak

of the War, which the Germans were compelled to sign at

the Versailles Peace Conference. In 1922 Demartial pub-

lished his second work—an illuminating analysis of the

methods used by Poincare and his associates in duping the

French people into accepting the fiction of a defensive war.

He is now bringing out a monumental work on the Russian

mobilization.

In 1924. Mathias Morhardt, of the Paris Temps, one of

the leaders in the movement for truth about war origins in

France, published the most damaging indictment of France

which has yet appeared. While fully admitting that it

was the Russian mobilization which actually precipitated

the War, he emphasizes the fact that the Russians would

never have dared to move without the insistent encourage-

ment of Poincare. Establishing to his own satisfaction the

primary personal responsibility of Poincare for the World

War and everything which it brought with it, Morhardt

inquires why Poincare is loath to accept the honor of having

done more to alter the face of civilization than any other

human being who has ever lived. He answers that while

Poincare was not averse at the beginning of the conflict to

admitting responsibility, the long duration of the War, with

the consequent losses and burdens imposed upon France,

made him fearful of facing the responsibility for his own
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acts. In addition to the convincing marshalling of evidence

against Poincare, the other notable aspects of Morhardt's

hook are his demonstration of the low political status and

barbarous methods of Serbia, the relative inadequacy of

the Serbian answer to the Austrian demands, and the un-

willingness of the Allies to accept the constructive Italian

plans of mediation and arbitration in July, 1914, Mor-

hardt's conclusion is especially statesmanlike when he de-

clares that "it is not true that France and Germany are

doomed to fight eternally. . . . What is true is that France

can live in peace, side by side, with Germany. It is only

necessary to wish to do so."

Even more valuable and rather more moderate in tone is

the notable book by Alfred Fabre-Luce, which is the most

comprehensive work on the broad question of war guilt

which has thus far been published in France. This book

not only embodies an excellent analysis of the outbreak of

the War, but, like Monteglas's work, contains a con-

cise, impartial, and illuminating survey of the antecedent

European diplomacy. He demonstrates very adequately

that the history of contemporary European diplomacy of-

fers in no sense a one-sided indictment or a white-washing

of either the Triple Alliance or the Triple Entente. Com-

ing to the immediate problem of war guilt he is in essential

agreement with Morhardt as to the facts but contends that

the responsibility for the War was divided between the

Entente and the Central Powers. He declares that after

Poincare's visit to Russia there was only a very slight pos-

sibility of averting the war. His epigrammatic conclusion

that "the acts of Germany and Austria made the war pos-

sible; those of the Triple Entente made it inevitable," is

probably as competent a summary of the actual facts as has

thus far been achieved. The book exhibits the most judi-

cious and open-minded attitude of any work on war guilt

yet published in France, if not in the world. Particularly
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satisfactory and constructive is Fabre-Luce's plea for some

form of international organization which will make another

European war impossible. While showing the hypocrisy

of the original Entente claim that the World War was a

war against war, he presents an effective plea for a type

of contemporary diplomacy which will actually make the

great conflict turn out to have been such in its results,

whatever it causes. We are now very fortunate in having

available an English translation of this extremely valuable

book under the title, The Limitations of Victory.

Excellent work has been done by G. Dupin in summa-

rizing the newer information concerning war guilt. His

Conference sur les respansabilites de la guerre is probably

the best brief summary of the more decisive revisionist

position.

Ernest Judet has recently edited the diary of Georges

Louis, who was the pacifically inclined French minister at

St. Petersburg, recalled by Poincare to be replaced by the

master mind of contemporary French secret diplomacy and

aggressive intrigue, Delcasse. This work contains a large

amount of interesting intimate material, much of which

strengthens the case against Poincare, Delcasse and others

in charge of French diplomacy from 1912-1914. Like the

Livre Noir it presents a picture of an ever closer and more

determined Franco-Russian policy. When Delcasse was

needed in Paris he was replaced by Maurice Paleologue,

who thoroughly shared Delcasse's point of view. In his

diary Paleologue has given us a vivid, if naive, picture of

the aggressive attitude of Poincare on his fateful St.

Petersburg visit in the latter part of July, 1914, as well as

of the great enthusiasm for war at the Russian court.

Rene Marchand has not only prepared the great French

edition of the Russian archival material in the Livre Noir,

but has also summarized the significance of his documentary

researches for the assessment of responsibility for the
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World War. Even French men of letters have become in-

terested in the problem of war guilt and Victor Margueritte

has brought out a relatively competent and extremely

trenchant work in which he accepts the revisionist point of

view and indicts all of the European powers involved in

the conflict. The book is particularly valuable for its at-

tack upon the forces making for war in general, such as

capitalism, patriotism and militarism. M. Margueritte and

M. Charpentier have recently founded a monthly journal,

Evolution, comparable to Herr Wegerer's Kriegsschuld-

frage.

Lazare's brilliant work rivals that of Morhardt as the

most striking French critique of Poincare and the military

clique in France in relation to war guilt. It is specifically

by far the most effective demolition of Poincare's Origins

of the War which has thus far been published. The pub-

lication of Poincare's memoirs under the title, Au Service

de la France, will call for a resumption of Lazare's critical

labors. The most scholarly Frenchman who has devoted

his attention to a serious study of war guilt is Pierre Re-

nouvin, and in his recently published book we may discover

the definitive French statement of the case, interpreted in a

somewhat more conservative fashion than in the works of

such writers as Morhardt and Pevet. The works of Fabre-

Luce and Renouvin admirably supplement each other, as

Fabre-Luce gives most of his space to the events preced-

ing and following the War, while Renouvin sticks close to

a most detailed analysis of the diplomatic crisis of the mid-

summer of 1914. For this particular subject Renouvin's

book is the most competent work which has yet appeared,

and will only be superseded by that of Professor Fay.

There are only four notable major errors of fact or inter-

pretation. He does not possess the latest information on

the responsibility of Serbia for the assassination of the

Archduke. He holds that Germany favored the local war

of Austria against Serbia to the end. He quite erro-
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neously asserts that Germany reverted to the war policy

and ceased restraining Austria on July 30. And, finally,

he fails to state with directness the fact that Russian mo-

bilization inevitably meant war. The best indictment of

the Treaty of Versailles has been written by Alcide Ebray.

IV. RUSSIA

On Russia the most important materials thus far pub-

lished in regard to war guilt are the diary of Baron

Schilling, the work of Dobrorolski on the fateful Russian

mobilization of 1914, the memoirs of Suchomlinoy, the

Russian minister of war in 1914, the complete German

edition of Izvolski's correspondence, an analysis of which

has been made by the German editor, Dr. F. Stieve, and

the monograph of Dr. G. Frantz. The diary of Baron

Moritz Fabianovich Schilling, chief of the chancellery of

the Russian foreign office in 1914, constitutes one of the

most valuable sources for a definite knowledge of the suc-

cession of events and policies in Russia through the time

of the fatal general mobilization order. Not even the in-

teresting foreword by Sazonov is adequate to explain away

the inherent and implicit indictment of the Russians in

their acts and decisions during this period. Dobrorolski's

work is of great importance as showing the determined and

steady Russian preparations for war from the moment the

general staff and the civil government learned of the terms

of the Austrian ultimatum to Serbia. He demonstrates

that for all practical purposes the war was actually on,

as far as the Russian militarists were concerned, by the

24th of July, and that the details as to the date of the

Tsar's alleged ordering, countermanding and reordering of

the mobilization are matters of greater military than

diplomatic import. Dobrorolski frankly admits that the

Russian order for general mobilization was the real begin-

ning of the World War, and that the Russians fully realized
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this fact. To use Dobrorolski's own words relative to the

final order for general mobilization:

"This once fixed there is no way backwards. This step

settles automatically the beginning of war. The affair had

now (early in the evening of July 30th) begun irretriev-

ably. The order was already known in all of the larger

towns of our huge country. No change was possible. The

prologue of the great historic drama had begun."

Dobrorolski's work and those of Frantz and Schilling

are the indispensable sources for the details involved in

the much-discussed problem of the Tsar's attitude and acts

in the crisis of the decision upon mobilization.

Suchomlinov's work contains a large amount of intimate

personal detail concerning the Russian military and diplo-

matic situation in July, 1914, but the notorious unreliability

of the author makes one uncertain as to how much credence

should be given to any specific statement. It would ap-

pear, however, from his work and that of Dr. G. Frantz,

that at the last moment Suchomlinov lost his nerve, and the

determination on war was carried along successfully by

Sazonov, Grand Duke Nicholas, and Izvolski. Izvolski's

correspondence offers the most complete summary of evi-

dence concerning his primary responsibility among the Rus-

sians for the fatal determination upon a European war to

realize Russia's ambitions in the Near East. By all odds

the most important works on Russia's guilt in bringing

on the World War are Dr. Stieve's account of the collabora-

tion of Izvolski and Poincare up to 1914, and Dr. Frantz's

admirable monograph upon Russia's activities and policies

in the July crisis of 1914. Stieve's work has, fortunately,

appeared in English translation.

V . SERBIA

Extremely important information in determining the

problem of responsibility for the War has recently come
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from Serbians. The courageous book of Dr. Bogitshevich

is full of cogent information on Austro-Serbian and Russo-

Serbian relations before 1914. Early in 1923 Professor

Stanojevic published a work on the assassination of Franz

Ferdinand, which revealed the fact that the plot for the

murder of the Archduke was laid by the chief of the intel-

ligence division of the Serbian general staff. Within the

last year even more startling information has been brought

forward by a prominent Serbian, L. Jovanoviteh, and by

Bogitshevich, Colonel Simitch and Leopold Mandl who

have very definitely implicated not only the Serbian mili-

tary authorities, but the Serbian civil government as well.

We now know that, in spite of his vigorous denials in

1914, Premier Pashitch of Serbia knew of the plot for the

assassination of the Archduke at least three weeks before

it was executed, and made no adequate effort to prevent

its taking place or to warn the Austrians of the danger to

the Archduke in his impending visit to Sarajevo. These

writers have still further shown that Dimitrijevitch, the

author of the plot, was put to death by means of a judicial

murder by the Serbian government in 1917, lest he might

divulge the facts concerning the guilt of the Serbian gov-

ernment in the premises. The most recent and com-

prehensive summary of the guilt of Serbia in the plot for

the assassination of the Archduke is contained in the

extremely important recent book by Miss Durham, and in

the articles by Professor Fay in the October and November,

1925, numbers of the New York Times Current History

Magazine. The case for the Serbs has been presented in

the work of R. W. Seton-Watson, which has proved a flat

failure, misleading and unconvincing.

VI. ITALY

One important book has come out of Italy on the problem

of war origins, namely, that by Dr. Corrado Barbagallo.
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Excellent work on war origins has also been executed in

Italy by Augustino Torre and Alberto Lumbroso.

VII. ENGLAND AND CANADA

In England the war epic was first undermined through

the vigorous attacks upon Sir Edward Grey by Morel,

Loreburn and Miss Willis. While it has generally been

held that their judgment of Sir Edward Grey is much

more harsh than the facts would warrant, it must never-

theless be recognized that the more complete evidence

confirms the general outlines of their indictment. The

endeavor to justify the policy of the Liberal Ministry in

England in 1914, by Asquith, and later by Grey himself,

is an even more feeble attempt than the apologia of Poin-

care. To an astounding degree they have had the audacity

to parade once more the mythology of 1914 to 1917, thus

seriously compromising their reputation for both intelli-

gence and veracity. In refreshing contrast to the sorry

quibbling and evasion of Asquith and Grey is the candor

of Winston Churchill who, as First Lord of the Admiralty,

admits that he and his associates anticipated war with

Germany, and from 1912 onward prepared for it both in

equipment and spirit.

Of special importance are the memoirs of Sir George

Buchanan, the British Ambassador at St. Petersburg in

1914, and of Lord Bertie, the British Ambassador in Paris

at the same period. Buchanan reveals in a convincing

fashion the Russian will for war, and indicates his own

efforts to restrain the Russians. But it is apparent that

his attempts in this direction were seriously handicapped

by the activities of Sir Edward Grey and Nicolson, and

the relations of both of them with Benckendorff. Lord

Bertie's diary contains a similar indication of the French

enthusiasm for Avar, but is perhaps most significant as

demonstrating the eagerness of Izvolski, and his enthusi-
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astic boast in early August, 1914, that he was the author

of the war which had just burst forth.

Sir Edward Grey's much vaunted and praised apology

is a sad performance as far as defending his part in the

crisis of 1914 is concerned. The best that can be said for

it is that he is a more noble and dignified evader of the

truth than Asquith. He admits, however, that he was

impatient at the suggestion that he should restrain Russia

from taking the steps that would inevitably lead to war,

and that he would have resigned if he had not been able

to drag England into the War to fulfil his promises to

Cambon that he would come to the aid of France. It is

doubtful if even elementary honesty can be claimed for a

writer who states that the chief reason why lie felt sure

that Germany was determined upon war in 1914 was the

fact that it was the same season of the year at which

the Franco-Prussian War began. Even favorable review-

ers have admitted that Grey possessed no vision beyond

the interests and limits of the British Empire, and his

oft-praised efforts to promote the peace of the world appear

to be nothing else than the effort to protect England in her

position of world supremacy. It is a matter greatly to

be regretted that E. D. Morel was not spared long enough

to dissect Grey's ostensibly frank and honest exposition

of his career in the Foreign Office. What would have re-

mained of Grey after such an analysis one can well com-

prehend by perusing Morel's brief but trenchant work,

The Secret History of a Great Betrayal.

Unquestionably the best book which has been published

on the diplomatic history of the decade prior to 1914 is the

recent work of the courageous British internationalist, G.

Lowes Dickinson. With the exception of an emotional

tenderness for Sir Edward Grey, the book is almost a model

of exact scholarship, lucid exposition, critical poise and

constructive outlook.
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In general it may be said that Gooch and Dickinson have

been the only Englishmen to produce a systematic and

scholarly survey based upon the documents published since

1918, Professor Oman's effort being premature. Of par-

ticular significance is the recent determination of the Brit-

ish government to allow Gooch and Temperley to edit and

publish the secret documents in the British archives, deal-

ing with the period from 1908 to 1914. The volume on

1914 has just been published. It is to be hoped that the

publication of this material may smoke out the French, and
compel them to open their archives in self-defense.

The thorough and detailed two-volume work of Dr. Ew-
art considers the various specific reasons for the entry into

the War on the part of the major powers involved; then in-

vestigates the general diplomatic background of 1914 in

the international relations of the world from 1870 onward;

and concludes with a highly judicious analysis of the spe-

cific crisis of 1914. Dr. Ewart appears as an honest, sin-

cere and industrious person who has been "fed up" on the

Entente propaganda of 1914 and the following years.

His book embodies a thoroughgoing acceptance of the re-

visionist point of view and a smashing demolition of the

Entente epic. He places the responsibility for the out-

break of the War squarely upon the Russian mobilization,

though it is probable that he does not go as far as the

facts warrant in his indictment of Poincare and his asso-

ciates. The book is weak only with respect to the author's

ignorance of some of the German monographs, of the work
of Dobrorolski on the Russian mobilization, and of the

above-mentioned revelations concerning the complicity of

the Serbian authorities in the murder of the Archduke. It

is significant, however, that all of this neglected material

would only tend to make the author's indictment of France,

Russia and Serbia just so much more thorough and con-

vincing.
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VIII. UKITED STATES

In the United States, with the exception of the articles

of Professor Fay, which are now being expanded into

a magisterial treatment of the question of war guilt, there

has been no systematic work produced on the immediate

causes of the World War. There have been, however, a

number of very significant contributions to specific phases

of the problem. Among these, one of the most interesting

is Dr. Mildred Wertheimer's excellent and thorough study

of the Pan-German League. It was once believed that

Germany had a comprehensive and well studied plan to

annex the world, and that the organization which was

engineering this plot was the Pan-German League. The

French propagandist, Andre Cheradame, in particular,

wrote a number of alarmist volumes, attempting to demon-

strate how the peace of the world was being jeopardized

by this noisy group of German super-patriots. Dr.

Wertheimer has made an analysis of the origins, member-

ship, activities and influence of the Pan-German League

on the basis of a first-hand study of the documents and

extensive personal investigation in Germany. Her work

refutes all of the war-time illusions by showing that the

Pan-German League was simply the German manifesta-

tion of the universal tendency toward obsessed nationalism

and patriotism on the part of a small group of earnest

souls in every modern state. Its membership was rela-

tively insignificant, and it had little or no influence upon the

official policy of the German government. The fiction of

the menace of the Pan-German League has thus been dis-

sipated parallel with the dissolution of the thesis of the

German will for war and world domination. At the same

time, one must not overlook the fact that the frenzied

patriots in every country constitute one of the greatest

of menaces to the peace and stability of the world, and the
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Pan-German League, while not any worse than the French

League of Patriots, was a dangerous nuisance far beyond

its numerical strength. The great error lay in attempting

to find in it something uniquely German and uniquely menac-

ing. In his scholarly article in the American Historical

Review for April, 1924, Professor Bernadotte E. Schmitt

has given us the best summary of the development of the

great counter-alliances in Europe from 1870 to 1914. In

the New York Times Current History Magazine for March,

1926, Professor Schmitt presents a representative summary

of the extreme conservative interpretation of the revi-

sionist position as to war guilt.

The letters of Ambassador Page and the memoirs of

Colonel House are of real importance with respect to the

problem of war guilt and the entry of the United States

into the War. Page took a highly pro-British attitude

towards the causes and issues of the War and opposed the

efforts of the State Department of the United States to

hold Great Britain strictly to international law with re-

spect to neutral rights on the seas. It was this failure

which invited the German submarine warfare in reprisal

and furnished the ostensible cause for the entry of the

United States into the War. The journal of Colonel

House is of quite a different feather. Plis visits to Europe

before and during the War gave him ample opportunity to

observe the trends and currents in politics and diplomacy,

and he reports his observations and convictions with clarity

and insight. Incidentally, he offers his own opinion in re-

futation of the conventional American view that the Kaiser

was ardently in favor of war in 1914. The work presents

the conclusions of one of the best informed Americans of

the War period on international relations, and proves

Colonel House to have been on many matters a man with

a level head and keen judgment. He seems, however, to
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have been converted to the war policy some months before

President Wilson.

Dr. Ernest Flagg Henderson, in the preliminary section

of a series of studies of the leading characters involved in

the responsibility for the World War, has presented a

very thorough and convincing indictment of Sir Edward

Grey. He shows how Grey's involvements with France

and Russia practically made it inevitable that Grey and

Asquith would attempt to force England into any Euro-

pean conflict in which France and Russia should be aligned

against Germany and Austria. They had made secret mili-

tary and naval agreements, binding for all practical pur-

poses, with both France and Russia, and there is no doubt

that they would have made an effort to swing the cabinet

for war, even though Belgium had not been invaded. This

work is supplemented by the German treatise of Herr Lutz.

When Henderson's indictment is combined with Her-

mann Lutz's demonstration that on July 25 Sir Edward

encouraged Sazonov to feel that England would support

the Russian general mobilization, it becomes apparent that

Grey's responsibility for the War ranks easily above that

of the Kaiser, though, of course, far below that of the

Franco-Russian militarists. It must be remembered, fur-

ther, that Grey made no such effort to restrain France and

Russia as did Bethmann and the Kaiser to hold back Aus-

tria, though there is little probability that France and Rus-

sia would have risked their aggressive policies without a

pretty definite feeling that England could be counted upon

to come in to support them.

Judge Bailsman's work is a devastating attack upon the

myth of a defensive and pacific France. While, by its

main concentration upon but a single phase of the aggres-

sive European diplomacy of the past half century, the book

gives a somewhat distorted and one-sided interpretation, it
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is generally accurate in statements of fact, and constitutes

a very convincing refutation of the sentimental view com-

mon in America of the self-denying generosity, sweet tem-

per and pacific nobility of the recent leaders of La Belle

France. It is interesting further to point out that the

more recent French writers on the question of war re-

sponsibility and French policy agree with Bailsman's gen-

eral position, and Gouttenoire de Toury, Dupin, Morhardt

and Lazare present an even more damaging indictment of

Poincare and his clique.

The two standard works on America's part in the World

War, namely, those by Professors Bassett and McMaster,

are of little value as a study of the causes of America's

entry into the World War because they were written before

it had been possible to formulate in adequate fashion the

revisionist point of view. The first serious effort at a

corrective was embodied in the sprightly volume of John

Kenneth Turner. Accepting the doctrine of economic

determinism, he attempts to explain the American entry

on the basis of the desire to protect American investments

in foreign bonds, and to continue the large profits inhering

in the sale of munitions to the allied countries. The finan-

cial manufacturing classes in this country feared a Ger-

man victory if we did not enter, and this would have

prematurely terminated our profit-making sales and jeop-

ardized our investments in Allied paper. While this is

doubtless an over-simplified explanation, there can be no

doubt that it possesses far greater validity than the con-

ventional thesis that we entered in behalf of the abstract

rights of mankind or for the protection of the world against

the lust of Germany for the conquest of the planet. It

can scarcely be alleged that we entered purely for the

sake of protecting our rights as a neutral state, because

during the three previous years we had acquiesced without

effective protest in the most flagrant violations of our
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neutral rights by Great Britain. A brilliant young Ameri-

can writer, Mr. C. Hartley Grattan, has best summarized

the ease against the conduct of Walter Hines Page in

an article on the "Walter Hines Page Legend" in the

American Mercury for September, l£)25. By all odds the

best work we have as yet on the entry of the United States

into the World War is. Judge Bausman's Facing Europe,

which deals with both the issues at stake and the leading

personalities involved.

We should not close this section without some mention

of the courageous book of Mr. Francis Neilson and the

interesting brochure of Mr. Albert J. Nock, which were

about the first efforts in America to expose the quite obvious

weaknesses of the war-time epic of a single guilty nation,

as well as of Professor Beard's trenchant analysis in his

work on post-war Europe which has not received one-tenth

of the attention it deserves. It is significant that Neilson

and Nock were able to riddle this illusion of unique Ger-

man guilt even before the vast mass of new documentary

material had been published.

Industrious German scholars have recently provided us

with an excellent bibliography of the literature of war

responsibility which is published by the Deutsche Verlags-

gesellschaft fur Politik und Geschichte in Berlin. Read-

ers who desire to follow the latest literature which is

appearing on war guilt will find most useful Professor

W. L. Langer's bibliographies which are published in For-

eign Affairs.
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